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Rules and Regulations 


AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule reduces fraud and 


error in the Food Stamp Program and 
provides more flexibility to the State 
agencies in administering the program. 
This rule requires food stamp 
households to furnish the social security 
numbers (SSN’s) of all household 
members in accordance with the 1981 
Food Stamp Amendments. Also, this 
rule contains a provision of the 1982 
Food Stamp Amendments that 
eliminates the requirement that State 
agencies comply with Federal standards 
with regard to points and hours of 
certification and issuance. Other 
provisions in this rule concern 
verification, public comment, training, 
mailing of Authorization to Participate 
(ATP) cards, and staggered issuance. 
These rules give State agencies the 
authority to verify any information 
included on the food stamp application 
and require that individuals with 
questionable citizenship be ineligible for 
participation in the program until their 
citizenship is verified. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This action is effective 
on November 26, 1982. State agencies 
shall implement the new SSN provisions 
for new applicants no later than 
February 1, 1983 and convert the current 
caseload at recertification or when the 
case is otherwise reviewed, whichever 
occurs first. The citizenship provisions 
must be implemented on or before April 


1, 1983. All other provisions shall be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have any questions, contact Thomas 
O’Connor, Supervisor, Policy and 
Regulations Section, Program Standards 
Branch, Program Development Division, 
Food and Nutrition Service, Alexandria, 
Va. 22302, 703-756-3429. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Classification 


This final rule has been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12291. The rule 
will not result in annual economic 
impacts of more than $100 million or 
major increases in costs or prices nor 
will it have a significant adverse effect 
on competition, employment, 
productivity, investment, or foreign 
trade. Further, the rule is unrelated to 
the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with-foreign- 
based enterprises. Therefore, the rule 
has been classified as “nonmajor.” 
Regulatory Flexibility Act ~ 

This rule has been reviewed with 
regard to the requirements of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
354). Samuel J. Cornelius, Administrator 
of the Food and Nutrition Service, has 
certified that this proposal does not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule implements several provisions 
which affect food stamp certification, 
issuance, and operational issues. The 
provisions will allow State agencies to 
implement direct ATP pick-up issuance 
systems; will mandate that State 
agencies require each household 
member to provide an SSN as a 
condition of eligibility; will expand the 
State agencies’ options to verify any 
information included on the food stamp 
application; and will mandate that 
household members whose citizenship is 
in question be ineligible until proof of 
citizenship is obtained. In addition, this 
rule will eliminate the Federal 
requirements in the area of points and 
hours and allow greater administrative 
flexibility in the area of training and the 
public comment component of the State 
Operating Guidelines. These provisions 
do not represent major changes in . 
certification, issuance, or operational 
policy and should have no significant 
impact on State and local social service 
agency or issuance agency workload, 
staffing needs or paperwork. 
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This regulation does not contain 
reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements subject to approval by 
OMB under the Paperwork Reduction 

ct. 


Introduction 


The Department is concerned with 
minimizing possibilities for fraud and 
error in the Food Stamp Program and 
with lessening the administrative 
burden currently placed on State 
agencies. With this in mind, the 
Department re-examined the provisions 
concerning verification, training, public 
comment requirements on State 
operations and the mailing of ATP 
cards. The requirement that SSN’s for all 
household members be collected was 
contained in Section 1327 of the 1981 
Food Stamp Amendments (Pub. L. 97- 
98), while the 1982 Food Stamp 
Amendments (Pub. L. 97-253) eliminated 
the stringent requirements of points and 
hours (Section 167). This final 
rulemaking will revise the policy in 
these areas. In developing this rule, the 
Department focused on the development 
of procedures that are responsive to 
participant need and State agency 
flexibility. 

An explanation of the rationale and 
purposes for this rule was provided in 
the preamble to the proposed 
rulemaking, published at 46 FR 14160, 
April 2, 1982. Therefore, this preamble 
deals only with significant changes from 
the proposed rulemaking. 

A total of 86 commenters sent in 
comments and suggestions on the 
proposed Administrative Flexibility 
rules. 


Public Comment Provisions in the State 
Operating Guidelines 

Current rules require State agencies to 
provide the public with an opportunity 
to comment on overall program 
operations. Public comment is required 
every four years beginning with the 
State agency's 1982 fiscal year. The 
regulations also specify that waivers to 
deviate from program requirements 
requested by State agencies are subject 
to comment prior to submission to FNS. 
The comment period for a waiver may 
be dropped with prior FNS approval if 
an emergency situation exists. The rules 
specify that State agencies must solicit 
comments in at least one of the 
following methods: Their State's 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA's); 
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publication of a summary of the waiver 
or general program operations for public 
comment; or State-wide public hearings. 
The proposed rule would give State 
agencies the administrative flexibility to 
solicit comments as State laws require 
as the individual State agency believes 
would be useful. 

A total of 37 commenters specifically 
addressed the public comment 
provision. Sixteen of the commenters 
were supportive while 21 were opposed 
to the provision. The commenters 
supporting the proposed change cited 
several reasons for their positive 
response. Several said a Federal 
provision requiring public comments on 
State operating guidelines is redundant 
since many States have an APA. One 
commenter said that interested parties 
can register comments at anytime, 
whether or not formally solicited. 
Another said the appropriate forum for 
effective comments is at the federal 
level. Still another commenter said Food 
Stamp Program materials are already 
open to the public. Commenters opposed 
to the provision cited various reasons 
for their opposition. Five commenters 
challenged our premise that the current 
public comment provisions are 
burdensome since the next comment 
period on State overall operations is not 
due till the State’s 1986 fiscal year. 
Another reason cited for opposing the 
proposed provision was that the 
proposal would encourage growth of a 
closed bureaucracy especially if State 
agencies did not have to adhere to their 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA). 
One commenter felt that a built-in 
mechanism to require public comment 
offers the only opportunity for the local 
community and their representatives 
(particularly in States without an APA) 
to provide comments and suggestions as 
to the operation of the Food Stamp 
Program. 

The Department believes that giving 
State agencies the administrative 
flexibility to solicit comments.as State 
laws require or as the individual State 
agency believes would be useful will not 
prevent the public from learning how 
State agencies are operating the Food 
Stamp Program. Those State agencies 
without their own APA’s can solicit 
public comment through less formal 
contacts, such as welfare rights 
organizations and public interest groups. 
Also § 272.1(d) of the federal regulations 
requires that the public be allowed to 
examine regulations, plans of 
operations, State manuals and Federal 
procedures which affect the public. 

The Department is revising the final 
rule to answer the concern of the 
commenter who feared a closed 


bureaucracy by making clear that the 
language does not permit State agencies 
to avoid the requirements of their 
APA's. State agencies without APA's 
will need to solicit comments as they 
feel necessary. 

Further, paragraph (a)(5) of § 272.3 is 
removed as State agencies may now 
determine their own needs for preparing 
and providing staff with procedures for 
obtaining public comment. 


Training 


The Food Stamp Act of 1977, as 
amended, requires training for 
certification personnel. The current 
regulatory provisions expanded the 
statutory training requirement to include 
fair hearing officials, performance 
reporting system (PRS) reviewers, and 
others who prescreen or provide other 
services to applicants or the public. —- 
Current rules are very specific as to the 
contents of training programs. 
Additionally, public participation is 
required at formal State training 
sessions. Finally, the rules require that 
the contents of training programs be 
reviewed by FNS on a semi-annual 
basis. The proposed rule would only 
require training for food stamp eligibility 
workers, fair hearing officials and 
Performance Reporting System (PRS) 
reviewers. The contents of training 
programs and the public participation 
provision would not be regulated. 

Forty-seven commenters addressed 
the proposed training provision. There 
were 13 general supportive letters and 
26 general opposition letters. The 
commenters supporting the proposed 
provision welcomed the flexibility given 
to State agencies in determining their 
own training needs. One State agency 
stated that this flexibility means that 
available resources can be used to meet 
State/local needs rather than to comply 
with Federal rules. 

The commenter further observed that 
training is and will continue to be a 
priority. One State agency, although 
supportive, felt the training requirements 
could be further deregulated. It 
recommended that the rule solely reflect 
the Act’s mandate on training 
certification workers. 

Fourteen of those opposing the 
proposed provision were surprised that 
training would be curtailed in light of 
the high error rate, USDA’s objective to 
curtail fraud, and the numerous program 
changes. There were two areas of the 
proposed training provision that 
received the most negative responses: 
the proposed categories of personnel 
requiring training and the deletion of 
public attendance at training sessions. 
Most commenfers objecting to the 
training proposal preferred to leave the 
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current provision intact as far as the 
type of personnel requiring training. 

The Department retains the training 
provision as proposed. These rules 
acknowledge State agencies’ staff and 
budget constraints. The final rule will 
allow State agencies to determine their 
training staff needs, content of training, 
public attendance at training sessions, 
and, to a degree, personnel training 
requirements. The rule reduces the 
amount of detailed regulations that now 
exist and allows increased flexibility to 
State agencies. State agencies will 
continue to be responsible for 
developing well-designed training 
programs. 

The deletion of the requirement that 
the public be allowed to attend training 
sessions is not meant to discourage or 
preclude such attendance. Rather, the 
deletion of this requirement is meant to 
remove Federal involvement from an 
operational area more properly left to 
State agencies. The Department expects 
that State agencies will continue to 
allow public participation at training 
sessions if, in the view of State agencies, 
such participation is beneficial. 


Point and Hours 


Current regulations provide minimum 
standards for State agencies to use in 
determining the locations and hours of 
operation of the issuance services made 
available in each State. The proposed 
rule would have established general 
authority for allowing exceptions to 
these minimum requirements. Public 
Law 97-253 (Food Stamp Act 
Amendments of 1982, enacted 
September 8, 1982) amended the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to eliminate the 
requirement that State agencies comply 
with Federal standards with regard to 
points and hours of certification and 
issuance. The final rule implements this 
change by removing 7 CFR 272.5. 
However, the provision of that section 
requiring State agencies to assist 
households comprised of elderly or 
disabled members to obtain coupons 
has been retained by moving it to 7 CFR 
272.7(n)(3) and 274.1(a). 


Verification 


The proposed rule included a number 
of changes designed to help State 
agencies eliminate fraud and abuse by 
increasing flexibility in, the area of 
verification. The following discussion 
addresses the public comment on these 
proposed changes and explains the 
provisions of the final rule. 

Optional verification. Current rules 
place a number of restrictions on State 
agencies regarding what factors they 
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may elect to require households to 
verify. At certification, the State 
agency’s optional verification is limited 
to liquid resources of loans, dependent 
care costs, household size, and any 
other factors for households meeting the 
State agency's error prone profile, At 
recertification, the State agency may 
elect to verify income, medical expenses 
and actual utility expenses which have 
changed by $25 or less. (Changes in 
source or amount exceeding $25 must be 
verified.) The agency does not have the 
option to mandate verification of other 
factors. 

The proposed rule would remove the 
restrictions on optional verification. 
State agencies would be granted the 
option to require verification of any of 
the information on the application, both 
at certification and recertification. In 
addition, the proposed rule would delete 
the requirement that State agencies get 
prior approval from FNS to exercise 
optional verification on a project area 
basis rather than statewide. 

The Department received roughly the 
same number of comments supporting 
and opposing this change. Commenters 
supporting the change agreed that it 
would help to reduce fraud, abuse, 
incorrect issuances, and error rates. 

Some of the commenters who opposed 
the change maintained that it would 
lead to a variety of abuses by State 
agencies or eligibility workers. Potential 
abuses mentioned by these commenters 
include harassment, undue delays in 
processing, barriers to participation, 
arbitrary requirements, and 
discrimination. Four commenters argued 
that the change would undermine the 
Program's uniform national eligibility 
standards. A few others contended that 
it would prove cost-inefficient and 
would unduly burden eligibility workers. 

The Department does not agree with 
the commenters who maintained that 
this change would lead to abuses by 
State agencies and eligibility workers. 
The rule provides the State agency with 
the authority to mandate verification of 
any information on the application on a 
statewide or project area basis. The 
provision does not extend authority to 
eligibility workers to impose special 
verification requirements on a case-by- 
case basis. This sharply reduces any 
potential for abuse or discrimination by 
eligibility workers. The required 
processing time frames, combined with 
the 10 day minimum allowed for 
households to provide verification upon 
request, ensure that barriers and delays 
in recertification are not generated. 
Finally, the rule specifically prohibits 
State agencies from establishing 
verification procedures which result in 
discrimination based on race, religion, 


ethnic background, or national origin. 
The rule also prohibits imposition of 
standards which target groups such as 
migrant farmworkers or American 
Indians. The Department will continue 
to enforce these provisions to guarantee 
that statewide or project area 
verification requirements do not result 
in discrimination. 

The Department does not believe that 
the rule will undermine the Program's 
uniform national standards. The 
eligibility and benefit level standards 
will remain uniform, as will processing 
time limitations. The only change is that 
State agencies will be more able to 
adapt verification requirements to the 
characteristics of their caseloads and to 
ensure accuracy in information collected 
during certification. The Department 
does not agree with the commenter who 
asserted that the change would prove 
cost-ineffective or that it would unduly 
burden eligibility workers. Because 
State agencies share in administrative 
funding, they share the Department's 
interest in efficient and effective 
verification. The Department expects 
that State agencies will target their 
verification options to areas where 
significant abuse occurs. 

The Department believes that State 
agencies will make good use of their 
increased flexibility to require 
verification. The Maryland Department 
of Human Resources commented that, 
“No doubt, FNS will receive comments 
opposing the regulations * * * on the 
basis of their potential abuse by 
diminishing services to clients and 
prolonging and complicating the 
verification process. However, 
Maryland is fully committed to using 
these regulations in a balanced attempt 
to serve both client and program needs.” 
The Department believes that this 
commitment is shared by most State 
agencies. Therefore, the proposed 
optional verification provisions are 
retained in this final rule. 

Definition of questionable 
information. The current regulations 
require State agencies to verify 
questionable information that would 
affect a household's allotment or 
eligibility. The regulations detail what 
shall be considered questionable 
information. Only if the definition has 
been met will information be considered 
questionable, and therefore be subject to 
verification. 

Like the current regulations, the 
proposed rule would have required 
verification of questionable information 
that would affect a household's 
eligibility or allotment. However, the 
proposed rule removed the stipulations 
regarding what may be considered 
questionable. This change was proposed 
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to provide State agencies and eligibility 
workers with increased flexibility 
consistent with expanded optional 
verification. 

Commenters who favored this change 
agreed with the Department that it 
would help to reduce error rates, 
incorrect issuances, fraud, and abuse. 
One commenter approved of the 
proposal as a “logical outgrowth of 
expanded verification.” Several argued 
that the restrictions on what can be 
considered questionable have hampered 
verification efforts and prevented State 
agencies from uncovering fraud and 
abuse. One commenter requested that 
the final rule explicitly extend authority 
to State agencies to require verification 
of questionable information on a case- 
by-case basis. Another commenter 
recommended that State agencies 
establish standards for what constitutes 
questionable information. Still another 
commenter recommended that the 
regulations return to the “prudent 
person” concept (included in earlier 
regulations) for determining what may 
be considered questionable. The 
“prudent person” concept was based on 
the premise that the eligibility worker is 
able to use his or her own good 
judgement, if necessary, in eligibility 
factors. 

Commenters who opposed the change 
argued that it would lead to delays, 
harassment, arbitrary and punitive 
verification, and discrimination based 
on race and language. A few 
commenters contended that the change 
left too much to the discretion of 
eligibility workers. Others argued that 
the change would create barriers to 
participation or lead to the invasion of 
the applicant’s privacy. 

The Department is convinced that the 
vast majority of eligibility workers 
would not misconstrue or wrongly apply 
this change so as to abuse the rights of 
applicants. However, the Department 
recognizes the commenters’ concern that 
leaving complete discretion to eligibility 
workers to determine what is 
questionable, with no federal or State 
guidance, could result in unnecessary 
demands for verification. 

To address this concern, the final rule 
requires that State agencies establish 
guidelines to be followed by eligibility 
workers in determining what 
information should be considered 
questionable. The rule also provides that 
these guidelines not be based on race, 
religion, ethnic background, or national 
origin, and that they not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for special 
verification. These guidelines would be 
subject to review by FNS during 
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management evaluations. These 
provisions will ensure that consistent 
standards are applied within States and 
will prevent verification requirements 
based on bias or whim. At the same 
time, the provisions remain consistent 
with the basic objective of this rule 
change, which is to increase State 
administrative flexibility. 

Citizenship. Current rules require 
State agencies to allow participation for 
two months by household members 
whose citizenship is questionable and 
unverified, if the household is otherwise 
eligible and efforts are being made to 
obtain the needed verification. If 
verification is not provided within two 
months, the member becomes ineligible 
and the member's resources and 
prorated income are considered 
available to any remaining household 
members. 

The proposed rule required 
verification of questionable citizenship 
prior to issuance of any benefits. The 
proposal also required that until 
verification is obtained, the resources 
and prorated income of the member 
whose citizenship is in question would 
be considered available to any 
remaining household members. These 
proposed changes concerning 
verification of questionable citizenship 
are consistent with current requirements 
pertaining to verification of alien status. 

A number of commenters supported - 
this change, stating that it would reduce 
fraud, abuse, error rates, and 
administrative complexity. Several 
commenters approved of the 
consistency with the provisions 
regarding alien status. 

A number of commenters argued that 
this change would impose serious 
hardship on applicants. Several 
commenters asserted that the rule would 
be applied in a discriminatory manner, 
imposing special hardship on Spanish 
speaking people, people who speak 
English with a foreign accent, minorities, 
and migrants. A few added that the 
hardship would be aggravated for 
migrants because they frequently travel 
in the job stream without documentation 
of citizenship. Eight commenters 
contended that the requirement would 
cause financial hardship for residential 
drug and alcohol addiction treatment 
programs, as their residents often have 
no documentation of citizenship. These 
commenters argued that the change 
would delay food stamp certification, 
and that treatment programs could not 
afford to admit many addicts without 
immediate issuance of benefits. 

The proposed changes regarding 
verification of questionable citizenship 
are retained in the final rule. In making 
this change, the Department is removing 


the special treatment currently given 
questionable claims of citizenships. All 
other eligibility factors for which 
verification is deemed necessary, 
including claims of eligible alien status, 
must be satisfactorily documented prior 
to certification. The Department does 
not believe that discrimination, 
harassment, or abuse will result from 
applying this general rule to the 
verification of citizenship. 

It should be noted that the rule does 
not impose mandatory verification of 
citizenship: It only requires verification 
of questionable claims of citizenship. 
The Department believes that the 
changes incorporated in the final rule 
concerning what constitutes 
questionable information (described 
above) addresses the commenters’ 
concerns regarding potential 
harassment, abuse, and discrimination. 
Those new rules require that sufficient 
safeguards to ensure equal treatment be 
provided under the State agencies’ 
criteria for what may be considered 
questionable. The criteria must not 
result in discrimination based on race, 
religion, ethnic background or national 
origin, and they must not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for special 
verification, State agency guidelines 
cannot rely on a surname, accent, or 
appearance which seems foreign to find 
a claim to citizenship questionable. Nor 
can the guidelines rely on a lack of 
English speaking, reading, or writing 
ability as grounds to question a claim to 
citizenship. 

State agencies may wish to provide 
special guidance to eligibility workers 
regarding grounds for considering claims 
to citizenship as questionable. State 
agency guidelines must satisfy the 
nondiscrimination requirements. The 
following list suggests standards for. 
considering claims of citizenship. 

1. The claim of citizenship is 
inconsistent with statements made by 
the applicant or with other information 
on the application or previous 
applications. 

2. The claim of citizenship is 
inconsistent with information received 
from another source. 

3. The individual does not have a 
social security number. 

The Department recognizes that some 
drug and alcohol addiction treatment 
centers may experience financial 
difficulties as an indirect result of this 
change. However, it is not the purpose 
of the Food Stamp Program to guarantee 
the financial security of treatment 
centers, but to provide assistance to 
eligible households. Residents of 
treatment centers should be just as able 
as other applicants to provide 
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verification of citizenship, and therefore 
should be subject to the same 
requirements. 

A few commenters recommended 
changes regarding the forms of 
verification of citizenship that are 
accepted. Two commenters 
recommended that SSN’s be accepted as 
adequate verification. Because SSN’s 
are regularly provided to people who are 
not United States citizens, the 
Department rejected the 
recommendation. Two other 
commenters recommended tightening 
the requirements further by deleting the 
provision allowing verification in the 
form of a statement signed by a United 
States citizen, under penalty of perjury, 
declaring that the individuals in 
question is a citizen. The Department 
rejected this recommendation because it 
believes that rule provides applicants 
with a needed measure of flexibility 
regarding the ways in which they may 
verify citizenship. However, the 
Department wants to emphasize that 
current regulations allow this form of 
verification only if other forms of 
verification cannot be obtained and the 
household can provide a reasonable 
explanation as to why verification is not 
available. 

Several other commenters suggested 
modifications in and exemptions from 
the requirements. One recommended 
that the rule provide for retroactive 
benefits (to the date of application) 
when verification is provided outside of 
the normal time frames. Another 
commenter recommende:i that an 
exception be provided for persons 
applying for citizenship. Another 
recommended that State agencies be 
allowed to certify persons making good 
faith efforts to provide verification. 
Finally, one commenter suggested that 
individuals with unverified citizenship 
should simply not be counted as 
household members, and their income 
and resources should be ignored. The 
Department rejected each of these 
recommendations because they would 
undermine the basic purposes of the 
change—to simplify administration, 
reduce fraud and abuse, and make the 
citizenship requirements consistent with 
those regarding verification of alien 
status. 

Collateral contacts. Current 
regulations preclude State agencies from 
designating a particular individual to be 
used as a Collateral contact in the 
verification process. The proposed rule 
would have extended to State agencies 
the authority to designate a collateral 
contact when the household fails to 
designate one or designates one which 
is unacceptable to the State agency. The 
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proposed rule would have provided that 
a collateral contact may be considered — 
unacceptable if the contact cannot be 
expected to provide accurate 
verification. The preamble to the 
proposed rule stated that households 
objecting to the State agency designee 
would have the option to request a fair 
hearing. 

Nearly half of the commenters who 
addressed this change strongly 
supported it. These commenters argued 
that it would help to improve Program 
integrity and the quality of verification 
and to reduce fraud, abuse, and error 
rates. 

Commenters opposing the change 
argued that it would cause applicants to 
experience embarrassment, harassment, 
and discrimination. Two commenters 
contended that the change would 
undermine the Program's uniform 
national standards. One commenter 
argued that the change would lead to 
costly and inefficient verification. 
Several argued that the change would 
violate the nondisclosure provision of 
Section 11(e)}(8) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 as amended. 

The final rule retains the provision 
extending to State agencies the 
authority to designate collateral 
contacts. The Department does not 
agree with the criticism that this change 
will lead to mistreatment of applicant 
households, nor that it will undermine 
uniform standards. Under this rule, the 
household retains the right to name a 
collateral contact. Only if the household 
fails to name a collateral contact, or 
names one who is not acceptable to the 
State agency, will the new provisions 
come into effect. The Department is 
convinced that State agencies will reject 
an applicant's designees only when 
there is reason to doubt that the contact 
will provide accurate verification. State 
agencies will not direct their limited 
administrative resources to identifying 
and making collateral contacts 
unnecessarily. 

Commenters suggested modification 
in two aspects of the proposed change. 
Their recommendations are discussed 
below: 

1. Two commenters recommended 
that the State agency’s action in 
rejecting a household's designee and 
selecting another contact not be subject 
to a fair hearing. The Department has 
rejected this recommendation because it 
would conflict with the requirements of 
the fair hearing regulations (§ 273.15). 
However, the Department will consider 
the recommendation during the 
development of any changes in the fair 
hearing regulations in the future. 

2. One commenter recommended that 
the State agency be allowed to contact 


its designee without providing prior 
notification to the household. Another 
commenter recommended an explicit 
requirement that the State agency notify 
the household prior to making the 
contact in order to allow the household 
opportunity to request a fair hearing. 
Still another commenter recommended 
that the rule include a provision 
specifically requiring prior notification 
to the household in order to allow the 
household opportunity to withdraw its 
application. 

The Department believes that it is 
important that prior notice be provided 
to the household when the State agency 
intends to contact an individual other 
than one named by the household. 
Providing prior notice to the household 
protects the applicant's privacy and 
ensures that the nondisclosure provision 
is not violated. In most cases, providing 
prior notification will entail no 
additional workload. Eligibility workers 
usually discuss verification problems, 
like identification of a collateral contact, 
during the interview. The Department 
expects that in almost all cases, the 
eligibility worker and the applicant will 
agree to an alternative contact (or other 
form of verification) during the 
interview. When this occurs, no other 
notification would be needed. and any 
need for a fair hearing should be 
avoided. 

The Department recognizes great 
merit in the recommendation that 
applicants be allowed to withdraw their 
applications before the contact is made, 
and has incorporated the 
recommendation in the final rule. 
Program integrity requires that State 
agencies act on verified information. 
However, the basic choice remains with 
the household regarding whether or not 
to allow State agency access to 
collateral contacts as sources of 
verification. When the household 
prefers that the contact not be made, 
and can provide no other acceptable 
verification, the household may choose 
to withdraw its application. 

To provide State agencies with the 
needed flexibility and authority to 
obtain accurate verification, and at the 
same time to protect the privacy of 
applicants, the final rule makes the 
following provisions. State agencies are 
required to notify the household prior to 
making a collateral contact with an 
individual designated by the State 
agency. At the time of this notification, 
the State agency shall inform the 
household that it has the option to 
consent to the contact, supply some 
other form of mutually acceptable 
verification, or withdraw its application. 
If the household refuses to take one of 
the options, the application shall be 
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denied in accordance with the normal 
procedures for failure to verify 
information (§ 273.2(g)(3)). 

Case file requirements. Current 
regulations contain detailed 
requirements regarding the 
documentation which must be 
maintained in case files The regulations 
establish basic guidelines by requiring 
documentation of eligibility, ineligibility, 
and benefit level determinations in 
sufficient detail to allow a reviewer to 
determine the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the determination. Current 
regulations also include detailed 
requirements for documentation 
justifying any determination that 
information is questionable, any request 
for an alternative form of verification, 
and any rejection of a household 
designated collateral contact. 

The proposed rule retained the 
general documentation guidelines, but 
deleted the detailed requirements for 
documentation justifying special 
verification actions. This change was 
proposed in order to be consistent with 
the proposed changes in the optional 
verification provisions. There are no 
specific documentation requirements for 
the exercise of the optional verification 
provisions. Several commenters 
supported the change, arguing that the 
current requirement imposes 
unnecessarily burdensome case file 
requirements. 

A number of commenters opposed the 
change, contending that it would reduce 
eligibility worker accountability and 
encourage the imposition of unnecessary 
and unfair verification requirements. 
The Department does not agree with 
these commenters. There is no reason to 
expect the deletion of the detailed 
special case file provision for these 
verification procedures to have such 
effects. The Department believes that it 
serves no useful purpose to continue 
requiring documentation to justify 
actions which are clearly within the 
normal discretion fo the State agency. 
What is important in a case file is 
documentation that shows that 
determinations of eligibility. ineligibility, 
and benefits are correct. Therefore, the 
proposed change is retained in the final 
rule. 

Error prone profiles. Current 
regulations require that State agencies 
get prior approval from FNS for their 
error-prone profiles. To be consistent 
with other proposed changes increasing 
State agency flexibility. the proposed 
tule deleted the prior approval 
requirement. 

One commenter argued that this 
change is contrary to the intent of the 
statute, which provides for use of error 
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point out that meé 
that error prone profiles are no longer 
subject to review and approval. Error 
prone profiles, like other verification 
standards used by State agencies, will 
be reviewed and approved by FNS 
during management evaluations. 

Miscellaneous changes. The final rule 
makes conforming changes in language 
in § 273.2{i){4)({ii), which deals with the 
use of collateral contacts in expedited 
service cases. The was 
mistakenly omitted from the proposed 
rule. The change is made simply to be 
consistent with other changes described 
above. 


Expanding the Collection of Social 
Security Numbers (SSN’s) 

Section 1327 of Pub. L. 97-98 amended 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to require, 
as a condition of eligibility for 
participation in the Food Stamp 
Program, that each household member 
furnish to the State agency their SSN (or 
numbers, if they have more than one). 

This section of the proposed 
regulations received twenty-five 
comments. Seventeen of these 
comments concerned the first change 
which requires as a condition of 
eligibility for participation in the Food 
Stamp Program that each household 
member furnish to the State agency their 
SSN. The remaining comments 
concerned the second change which 
gives State agencies the option of either 
requiring applicants to obtain SSN's at 
the State agency or allowing the State 
agency to follow the current rule. 

The former group of commenters were 
almost evenly divided between those 
supportive of and those opposed to the 
provision. Most of the opposing 
commenters felt that the current 90 day 
time period allowed for awaiting receipt 
of an SSN is excessive. Two of the 
supportive commenters also 
recommended a shorter time period. 
Another issue on which comments were 
received pertained to households’ 
responsibility to apply for SSN’s. One 
State agency recommended that 
household members without SSN’s be 
required to apply for one prior to 
certification and that households 
receiving expedited service be required 
to apply for an SSN prior to the second 
issuance rather than prior to 
certification. A State agency 
recommended that when good cause is 
determined for household members who 
have not received SSN’s within 90 days, 
they should be eligible for an additional 
90 day extension. The proposed rule 
would not have changed the current rule 


which does not limit the time of the good 
cause extension. 

The Department feels that requiring 
household members without SSN's to 
apply for an SSN prior to certification 
would not place undue hardship on the 
household. This procedure would 
encourage faster receipt of SSN's, faster 
application for SSN’s, and earlier wage 
matching which improves the prevention 
and detection of fraud. This requirement 
is included in final regulations. The 
household receiving expedited service 
will adhere to current regulations in 
§ 273.2(i)(4)(i) regarding furnishing an 
SSN to the State agency. That section 
states that household members entitled 
to expedited service are required to 
furnish or apply for an SSN after they 
have received their first allotment but 
before their second issuance. 

In order to be certified for the Food 
Stamp Program, household members 
need to furnish their SSN before 
certification or apply for one. These 
household members without SSN’s, must 
furnish them within 30 days of the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation. The Department has 
learned that the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) is now able to get 
SSN’s at a faster rate to applicants than 
in the past. Virtually, all applicants 
(approximately 99 percent) will receive 
their social security card in 30 days or 
less. The Department, therefore, has 
decided that for certification to continue 
for a household, members certified 
without SSN’s must furnish them to the 
State agency within 30 days of the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation. 

One commenter believes that the 
Department should give a time limit for 
providing SSN’s even when good cause 
exists in order to conduct an effective 
and timely wage match on newly 
certified cases. Currently, the good 
cause provision of SSN's could be 
delayed permanently if the SSN was not 
received within a specified time. The 
Department is adopting an absolute limit 
by giving household member's an 
additional 30 days to furnish an SSN, 
which allows household members to 
continue to participate provided 
documentation exists of their applying 
for an SSN. It is the Departments 
position that the 30 day time limit for 
applying for an SSN and the 30 day good 
cause extension, if good cause exists, 
will result in equitable treatment of 
program participants and provide 
adequate time to receive an SSN from 
SSA. The Department wants to point out 
that the 30 day time limit for furnishing 
an SSN and the good cause extension is 
less than the current 90 day standard for 


furnishing an SSN to the State agency. 
State agencies may modify these 
timeframes in order to conform to the 
Monthly Reporting Retrospective 
Budgeting regulations. 

In view of the regulatory change that 
establishes a good cause provision time 
limit, this final rule makes conforming 
changes to the failure to comply section 
(§ 273.6{c)). The final rule states that an 
individual without an SSN and without 
good cause at the end of the 30 day 
period following the first day of the first 
full month of participation will be 
ineligible to participate in the program. 
until that individual complies. 

Eight comments were received on the 
section of the proposed regulations 
giving State agencies the option of either 
requiring applicants to obtain SSN’s at 
the State agency or allowing the State 
agency to follow the current rule. The 
current rule offers to applicants who do 
not have SSN’s the options of either 
applying for SSN's at Social Security 
Administration offices or at State 
agency offices. Only one commenter 
opposed this provision, stating that 
application should be made at the State 
agency only. However, this is an option 
provided by the proposed rule. The 
Department made no change and 
incorporated the proposed language into 
final regulations. 


Direct Pick-up of ATP Cards 


The proposed rule allows the 
development of a broader range of ATP 
delivery systems by removing the 
requirement that ATP’s be mailed to 
participants. The proposed rule further 
stated that State agencies should use an 
alternative issuance system only when 
State agencies are having problems with 
fraudulent duplicate issuances. 

This section of the proposed 
regulations received thirty comments. 
Most of the comments were supportive. 
Commenters opposing the provision 
believed that the option to offer direct 
delivery of ATP cards should be at the 
discretion of the State agency, without 
having to justify to FNS that fraudulent 
duplicate issuances are occurring. They 
stated that State agencies currently have 
the flexibility to use an HIR card 
issuance system and a direct mailing of 
coupon system without any justification. 

The Department has rewritten the 
final regulations to allow State agencies 
to develop alternative ATP delivery 
systems at their discretion. The State 
agencies should give adequate 
notification to households of a change in 
issuance systems. 

As mentioned in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, State agencies should 
make an issuance system uncomplicated 
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for households and should consider the 
distance of the issuance outlet from the 
recipients, the hours of operation of the 
issuance outlet and the needs of the 
handicapped recipients. 


Staggered Issuance 


The proposed rule removes the 
standards and guidelines for staggering 
the issuance of ATP’s and coupons to 
recipients. The State agencies would 
have the flexibility to determine when, 
during the certification month, 
authorization cards and coupons would 
be mailed to recipients. 

Thirty-nine comments were received 
on this section of the proposed 
regulations. Twenty-one of the 
commenters opposed the rule. Their 
major concern was that recipients who 
will be asked to revert to an issuance 
cycle later in the month may not have 
enough food to cover the transition 
period that would occur in the first 
month of an issuance date change. 

The Department became aware that 
the staggered issuance proposal raised 
concerns in the context of Monthly 
Reporting and Retrospective Budgeting 
(MRRB) systems. Therefore, the issue of 
staggered issuance will be addressed in 
the final MRRB regulations. 


Alaska 


Subsequent to publication of the 
proposed rule, the Department realized 
that conforming amendments would be 
necessary in the rule establishing 
procedures for program administration 
in Alaska. So that the Alaska provisions 
will be consistent with the final rule, 
those conforming amendments have 
been incorporated into this rulemaking. 


Implementation 


The implementation section proposed 
that State agencies implement those 
regulations pertaining to questionable 
citizenship no later than the first of the 
month 120 days after publication in a 
final rulemaking. All other provisions 
would be implemented anytime after 30 
days following publication in final form. 

This section received 11 comments. 
Nine of the commenters requested 
including in this section an 
implementation date for the requirement 


of an SSN for each person participating - 


or applying for participation in the 
program. The other commenters 
supported the section as written. 

The Department agrees with the 
commenters that an implementation 
date for providing SSN’s should be given 
in the implementation section. 
Therefore, State agencies must 
implement the new SSN provisions for 
new applicants no later than February 1, 
1983 and convert the current caseload at 


recertification or when the case is 
otherwise reviewed, whichever occurs 
first. The citizenship provisions must be 
implemented on or before April 1, 1983. 
All other provisions will be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 
The Department feels that this 
implementation schedule will provide 
State agencies adequate time to prepare 
for implementation. 


List of Subjects 
7 CFR Part 271 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Grant 
programs—social programs. 


7 CFR Part 272 


Alaska, Civil rights, Food stamps, 
Grant programs—social programs, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


7 CFR Part 273 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Aliens, Claims, Food stamps, 
Fraud, Grant programs—social 
programs, Penalties, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Social 
security, Students. 


7 CFR Part 274 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Grant 
programs—social programs, Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

Parts 271, 272, 273 and 274 are 
amended as follows: 


PART 271—GENERAL INFORMATION 
AND DEFINITIONS 


§ 271.6 [Amended] 

1. In § 271.6, paragraph (a)(1), the 
reference to § 272.7 is revised to read 
§ 272.6. 

2. In § 271.7, paragraph (g) is revised 
as follows: 


§ 271.7 Allotment reduction procedures. 


* * * ~ * 


(g) Jssuance services. State agencies 
must have issuance services available to 
serve households receiving restored or 
retroactive benefits for a prior, 
unaffected month. 


* * * * * 


PART 272—REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PARTICIPATING STATE AGENCIES 


§ 272.6—272.8 [Redesignated as 
§§ 272.5—7] 

1. In Part 272, the table of contents 
section, the entry for § 272.5 is removed, ~ 
and the entries for §§ 272.6, 272.7 and 
272.8. are redesignated as §§ 272.5, 272.6 
and 272.7, respectively. 
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2. In § 272.1, paragraph (g)(5) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 272.1 General terms and conditions. 


* * = = 


(g) Implementation. * * * 

(5) Amendment 211. State agencies 
shall implement the new Social Security 
Number (SSN) provisions for new 
applicants no later than February 1, 1983 
and convert the current caseload at 
recertification or when the case is 
otherwise reviewed, whichever occurs 
first. The citizenship provisions must be 
implemented on or before April 1, 1983. 
All other provisions shall be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 


* 7 * * * 


3. In § 272.1, paragraph (g)(12) is 
removed and reserved for future use. 

4. In § 272.3 paragraph (a)(5) is 
removed, paragraphs (a)(6) and (a)(7) 
are redesignated as paragraphs (a)(5) 
and (a)(6) respectively, paragraphs (c)(5) 
and (c)(6) are removed, paragraphs (c)(7) 
and (c)(8) are redesignated as 
paragraphs (c)(5) and (c)(6) and 
paragraph (d) is revised. The revision 
reads as follows: 


§ 272.3 Operating guidelines and forms. 


* * * * * 


(d) Public Comment. State agencies 
shall solicit public input and comment 
on overall Program operations as State 
laws require or as the individual State 
agency believes would be useful. 

5. In § 272.4, introductory text to 
paragraph (d) is removed, (d)(1) is 
revised and (d)(3) is removed. The 
revisions read as follows: 


§ 272.4 Program administration and 
personnel requirements. 


* * * * * 


(d) Training.—({1) Minimum 
requirements. (i) The State agency shall 
institute a continuing training program 
for food stamp eligibility workers, 
hearing officials, and performance 
reporting system reviewers. Sufficient 
training shall be provided to these 
people prior to their initial assumption 
of duties and, subsequently, on an as- 
needed basis. 

(ii) The State agency shall provide 
sufficent staff time to ensure that the 
minimum training requirements are met. 

. * 


* * * 


§ 272.5 [Removed] 


§§ 272.6, 272.7, and 272.8 [Redesignated 
as §§ 272.5, 272.6, and 272.7] 

6. Section 272.5 is removed in its 
entirety, and §§ 272.6, 272.7 and 272.8, 
are redesignated as §§ 272.5, 272.6 and 
272.7, respectively. 
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7. In newly designated § 272.7, 
paragraphs (b), (e) and (n) are revised 
and paragraph (o) is removed. The 
revisions read as follows: 


§ 272.7 Procedures for program 
administration in Alaska. 


* * * * * 


(b) Applicability. The regulations 
established in this section except for 
paragraphs (f) Hotlines and (j) 
Resources of this section shal] apply 
only in those areas of Alaska which are 
designated by FNS as “rural”. All. 
regulations not specifically modified by 
this section shall remain in effect. The 
State agency, in consultation with FNS, 
shall establish the criteria for 
designating areas of the State as “rural” 
taking into consideration such factors as 
population concentrations, weather and 
road conditions, the risk to the health or 
safety of applicants in traveling, and the 
regularity of mail service. The State 
agency shall, in consultation with FNS, 
determine those areas that meet the 
rural criteria. The criteria for 
designating rural areas and the 
designated areas shall be identified in 
the Alaska State Plan of Operation as 
an addendum to the Program and Budget 


Summary Statement. 
e 2 * * * 


(e) Training. The State agency shall 
institute a continuing training program 
for fee agents. Sufficient training shall 
be provided to these people prior to 
their initial assumption of duties and, 
subsequently, on an as-needed basis. 
The State agency shall provide sufficient 
staff time to ensure that the minimum 
training requirements are met. 

(n) Jssuance services. (1) With the 
approval of FNS, coupons may be 
mailed on a quarterly or semiannual 
basis to certain rural areas of Alaska 
when provisions are not available on a 
monthly basis. The decision to allow the 
distribution of coupons in this manner 
will be made on an annual basis, 
separate from the determination as to 
which areas of Alaska are to be 
designated as rural areas. These areas 
shall be listed in the State’s Plan of 
Operation in the same section as the 
rural area designations. The State 
agency shall advise households that live 
in rural areas where quarterly or 
semiannual allotments are authorized. 
If, as the result of the issuance of 
quarterly or semiannual allotments, food 
coupons are overissued or 
the State agency shall process claim 
determinations and restore lost benefits. 

(2) The State agency may choose 
among a wide variety of issuance 
methods to fullfill the issuance service 


needs of the low-income people in the 
State. The methods include, but are not 
limited to, the use of contract issuance 
agents such as banks, post offices, credit 
unions, etc.; government issuance 
offices; itinerant issuance offices; mobile 
issuance units; and mail issuance. Mail 
issuance may be used to comply with 
any or all of the requirements specified 
below. 

(3) Those households comprised of 
elderly or disabled members which have 
difficulty reaching an issuance office to 
obtain their regular panty al allotments 
shall be given assistance in obtaining 
their coupons. The State agency shall 
assist these households by arranging for 
the mail issuance of coupons to them, by 
assisting them in finding authori 
representatives who can act on their 
behalf, or by using other appropriate 
means. 


PART 273—CERTIFICATION OF 
ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 


1. In § 273.2— 

(a) In introductory paragraph {e)(2), 
the phrase“as provided in §272.5” is 
removed from the second sentence. 

(b) In paragraph (f}(1)({v)(B), the word 
“only” is removed from the last 
sentence. 

(c) In paragraph (f)(2), the 
introductory paragraph and (f)(2)(ii){B) 
are revised. 

(d) Paragraph (f){3) is revised. 

(e) Paragraph (f)(4)(ii) is revised. 

(6) Paragraph (£)(5) (ii), (£)(6), and 
(f}(8){i)(C) are revised. 

(g) In paragraph (i)(4)(i), the fourth 
and sixth sentences are revised. The 
fifth sentence is removed. 

(h) Paragraph (i){4)(ii) is revised. 

The revisions read as follows: 


§ 273.2 Application processing. 


(f) Verification. * * * 

(2) Verification of questionable 
information. The State agency shall 
verify, prior ‘o certification of the 
household, all other factors of eligibility 
which the State agency determines are 
questionable and affect the household's 
eligibility and benefit level. The State 
agency shall establish guidelines to be 
followed in determining what shall be 
considered questionable information. 
These guidelines shall not prescribe 
verification based on race, religion, 
ethnic background, or national origin. 
These guidelines shall not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for more intensive 
verification under this provision. 
Procedures described below shall apply 
when information concerning one of the 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 


following eligibility requirements is 
questionable. 

(ii) Citizenship. 

(B) The member whose citizenship is 
in question shall be ineligible to 
participate until proof of U.S. citizenship 
is obtained. Until proof of U.S. 
citizenship is obtained, the member 
whose citizenship is in question will 
have his or her income, less a prorata 
share, and all of his or her resources 
considered available to any remaining 
household members as set forth in 
§ 273.11(c). 

(3) State agency options. (i) In 
addition to the verification required in 
paragraphs (f){1) and (f}(2) of this 
section, the State agency may elect to 
mandate verification of any of the other 
factors which affect household eligibility 
or allotment level. Such verification may 
be required State-wide or project 
areawide, but shall not be imposed on a 
selective, case-by-case basis on 
particular households. 

(A) The State agency may establish its 
own standards for the use of 
verification, provided that, at a 
minimum, all questionable factors are 
verified in accordance with paragraph 
(f)(2) of this section and that such 
standards do not allow for inadvertent 
discrimination. For example, no 
standard may be applied which 
prescribes variances in verification 
based on race, religion, ethnic 
background or national origin, nor may 
a State standard target groups such as 
migrant farmworkers or American 
Indians for more intensive verification 
that other households. The options 
specified in this paragraph, including 
verification resulting from a State's 
error-prone profile, shall not apply in 
those offices of the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) which, in 
accordance with paragraph (k) of this 
section, provide for the food stamp 
certification of households containing 
recipients of Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) and social security 
benefits. The State agency, however, 
may negotiate with those SSA offices 
with regard to mandating verification of 
these options. 

(B) If a State agency opts to verify a 
deductible expense and obtaining the 
verification may delay the households 
certification, the State agency shall 
advise the household that its eligibility 
and benefit level may be determined 
without providing a deduction for the 
claimed but unverified expense. This 
provision also applies to the allowance 
of medical expenses as specified in 
paragraph (f)(1)(iv) of this section. 
Shelter costs would be computed 


se2e8 
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without including the unverified 
components. The standard utility 
allowance shall be used if the household 
is entitled to claim it and has not 
verified higher actual costs. If the 
expense cannot be verified within 30 
days of the date of application, the State 

shall determine the household's 
eligibility and benefit level without 
providing a deduction of the unverified 
expense. If the household subsequently 
provides the missing verification, the 
State agency shall redetermine the 
household's benefits, and provide 
increased benefits, if any, in accordance 
with the timeliness standards in § 273.12 
on reported changes. If the expense 
could not be verified within the 30-day 
processing standard because the State 
agency failed to allow the household 
sufficient time, as defined in paragraph 
(h)(1) of this section, to verify the 
expense, the household shall be entitled 
to the restoration of benefits retroactive 
to the month of application, provided 
that the missing verification is supplied 
in accordance with paragraph (h)(3) of 
this section. If the household's would be 
ineligible unless the expense is allowed, 
the household's application shall be 
handled as provided in paragraph (h) of 
this section. 

(ii) Error-prone profiles. The State 
agency may require additional 
verification of other eligibility factors as 
indicated by error-prone household 
profiles developed and based on 
statistically representative data derived 
from the State agency's quality control 
review, audits, or other special reviews 
in accordance with § 275.15{a)(2). These 
expanded verification requirements 
would be applied only to those 
particular eligibility factors and/or 
households identified as being error- 
prone, and would apply only on a 
uniform basis statewide or in one or 
more project areas. In addition, if the 
State agency's error-prone household 
profiles demonstrate that verification of 
particular eligibility factors (other than 
gross nonexempt income, declared alien 
status, and social security numbers) 
mandated under § 273.2(f)(1) is not 
needed for particular categories of 
households, the State agency may 
appropriately reduce mandatory 
verification. The State agency shall not 
implement verification policies that 
result in prohibited discrimination based 
on race, religion, ethnic group, or 
national origin. For example, an error- 
prone profile may not be used to target 
particular racial minorities, or groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians, to more intensive 
verification than other households. 
Error-prone profiles shall be used in a 


selective manner in modifying 
verification requirements. 

(4) Sources of verification. 

(ii) Collateral contacts. A collateral 
contact is an oral confirmation of a 
household’s circumstances by a person 
outside of the household. The collateral 
contact may be made either in person or 
over the telephone. The State agency 
may select a collateral contact if the 
household fails to designate one or 
designates one which is unacceptable to 
the State agency. Examples of 
acceptable collateral contacts may 
include employers, landlords, social 
service agencies, migrant service 
agencies, and neighbors of the 
household who can be expected to 
provide accurate third party verification. 
If the State agency designates a 
collateral contact, the State agency shall 
not make the contact without providing 
prior written or oral notice to the 
household. At the time of this notice, the 
State agency shall inform the household 
that it has the following options: (A) 
Consent to the contact, (B) provide 
acceptable verification in another form, 
or (C) withdraw its application. If the 
household refuses to choose one of 
these options, its application shall be 
denied in accordance with the normal 
procedures for failure to verify 
information under paragraph (g)(3) of 
this section. Systems of records to which 
the State agency has routine access are 
not considered collateral contacts and, 
therefore, need not be designated by the 
household. Examples are the Beneficiary 
Data Exchange (BENDEX}, the State 
Data Exchange (SDX) and records of 
another agency where a routine access 
agreement exists (such as records from 
the State’s unemployment compensation 
system). 


* « + . . 


* ** 


(5) Responsibility for obtaining 
verification. * * * 

(ii) Whenever documentary evidence 
is insufficient to make a firm 


‘ determination of eligibility or benefit 


level, or cannot be obtained, the State 
agency may require a collateral contact 
or a home visit. The State agency, 
generally, shall rely on the household to 
provide the name of any collateral 
contact. The household may request 
assistance in designating a collateral 
contact. The State agency is not 
required to use a collateral contact 
designated by the household if the 
collateral contact cannot be expected to 
provide an accurate third-party 
verification. When the collateral contact 
designated by the household is * 
unacceptable, the State agency shall 
either designate another collateral 
contact, ask the household to designate 
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another collateral contact, or to provide 
an alternative form of verification, or 
substitute a home visit. The State 
agency is responsible for obtaining 
verification from acceptable collateral 
contacts. 

(6) Documentation. Case files must be 
documented to support eligibility, 
ineligibility, and benefit level 
determinations. Documentation shall be 
in sufficient detail to permit a reviewer 
to determine the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the determination. 


7 7. 7 * * 


(8) Verification subsequent to initial 
certification. * * * 

(i) Recertification. * * * 

(C) Other information, changed or 
unchanged, may be verified at 
recertification. However, any 
information which is questionable shall 
be verified in accordance with 
paragraph (f)(2) of this section. 
Verification under this paragraph shall 
be subject to the same verification 
procedures as apply during initial 
verification. 


* * . * . 


(i) Expedited Service. * * * 

(4) Special procedures for expediting 
service. * * 

(i) * * * Households entitled to 
expedited service will be asked to 
furnish a social security number for each 
person or apply for one for each person 
before the first full month of 
participation. Those households unable 
to provide the required SSN’s or who do 
not have one prior to their next issuance 
shall be allowed 30 days from the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation to obtain the SSN, in 
accordance with § 273.6{a)(2).* * * 

(ii) Once an acceptable collateral 
contact has been designated, the State 
agency shall promptly contact the 
collateral contact, in accordance with 
the provisions of paragraph (f)(4)(ii) of 
this section. Although the household has 
the primary responsibility for providing 
other types of verification, the State 
agency shall assist the household in 
promptly obtaining the necessary 
verification. 


7 * . = * 


§ 273.3 [Amended] 

2. In § 273.3, the phrase “in 
accordance with the provisions of 
§ 272.5,” is removed from the first 
sentence. 

3. In § 273.6, remove the following 
language in the title of paragraph (b), 
“18 years and over and children 
receiving income.” Paragraph (a), 
introductory language of (b)(2), first 
sentence of (b)(2){i), and paragraphs 
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(b)(2)(ii), (c), (d) and (e) are revised and 
read as follows: 


§ 273.6 Social Security Numbers. 

(a) Requirements for participation. 
The State agency shall require that a 
household participating or applying for 
participation in the Food Stamp Program 
provide the State agency with the social 
security number (SSN) of each 
household member or apply for one 
before certification. If individuals have 
more than one number, all numbers 
shall be required. The State agency shall 
explain to applicants and participants 
that refusal or inability to provide an 
SSN will result in disqualification of the 
individual for whom an SSN is not 
obtained in accordance with paragraph 
(c) of this section. The member that has 
applied for an SSN shall be allowed to 
participate for 30 days from the first day 
of the first full month of participation 
while awaiting receipt of the SSN. 

(b) Obtaining SSN’s for food stamp 
household members. * * * 

(2) For those individuals required to 
provide an SSN who do not have one, 
the State agency shall act as follows. A 
State agency with an enumeration 
agreement with SSA shall either require 
the individual to apply for an SSN 
through the State agency or shall allow 
the individual to choose between 
applying through the State agency or at 
SSA. A State agency without an 
enumeration agreement shall require the 
individual to apply for an SSN at SSA. 

(i) If an individual applies through the 
State agency, the State agency shall 
complete the application for an SSN, 
Form SS-5. * * * 

(ii) If an individual applies at the SSA, 
the State agency shall inform the 
household where to apply and what 
information will be needed. The State 
agency shall suggest that the household 
member ask for proof of application 
from SSA, in the event his or her 
application is not processed within the 
30 day time period described in 
paragraph (a) of this section. SSA 
normally uses the Receipt for 
Application for a Social Security 
Number, Form SSA-5028, as evidence 
that an individual has applied for an 
SSN. State agencies may also use their 
own documents for this purpose. 

(c) Failure to comply. If the State 
agency determines that a household 
member(s) required to provide an SSN 
as a condition of eligibility has refused 
to provide it, then the individual without 
the SSN shall be ineligible to participate 
in the Food Stamp Program. If, at the 
end of the 30 day period allowed in 


paragraph (a) of this section, the State 
agency determines that a household 
member required to provide an SSN has 
failed without good cause to obtain an 
SSN, the individual without the SSN 
shall be ineligible to participate. The 
disqualification applies to the 
individual(s) for which the SSN is not 
provided and not to the entire 
household. The earned or unearned 
income of an individual disqualified 
from the household for failure to comply 
with this requirement shall be handled 
as outlined in § 273.9(b)(3) of these 
regulations. 

(d) Determining good cause. In 
determining if good cause exists for . 
failure to comply with the requirement 
to provide the State agency with an 
SSN, the State agency shall consider 
information from the household member, 
the Social Security Administration and 
the State agency (especially if the State 
agency was designated to send the SS-5 
to SSA and either did not process the 
SS-5 or did not process it in a timely 
manner). Documentary evidence or 
collateral information that the 
household has applied for the number or 
made every effort to supply SSA with 
the necessary information shall be 
considered good cause for not 
complying timely with this requirement. 
If the household member(s) can show 
good cause why an SSN has not been 
obtained in a timely manner, they shall 
be allowed to participate for an 
additional 30 days. If the household 
member(s) applying for an SSN has been 
unable to obtain the documents required 
by SSA, the State agency caseworker 
should make every effort to assist the 
individual(s) in obtaining these 
documents. 

(e) Ending disqualification. The 
household member(s) disqualified may 
become eligible upon providing the State 
agency with an SSN. 


* * * * * 


PART 274—ISSUANCE AND USE OF 
FOOD COUPONS 


1. In § 274.1, paragraph (a) is revised 
to reads as follows: 


§ 274.1 State agency issuance 
reponsibilities. 

(a) Basic issuance requirements. Each 
State agency is responsible for the 
timely and accurate issuance of coupons 
to eligible households in accordance 
with these regulations. Those 
households comprised of elderly or 
disabled members which have difficulty 
reaching an issuance office to obtain 
their regular monthly coupon allotments 
shall be given assistance in obtaining 
their coupons. State agencies shall assist 
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these households by arranging for the 
mail issuance of coupons to them, by 
assisting them in finding authorized 
representatives who can act on their 
behalf, or by using other appropriate 
means. The State level agency shall 
establish an issuance and accountability 
system which will insure that (1) only 
certified households receive benefits; (2) 
coupons are accepted, stored, and 
protected after delivery to receiving 
points within the State; (3) program 
benefits are timely distributed in the 
correct amounts; and (4) coupon 
issuance and reconciliation activities 
are properly conducted and accurately 
reported to FNS. 

2. In_§ 274.2, paragraph (e)(5) is 
revised and reads as follows: 


§ 274.2 Issuance systems. 
* * * * 7 

(e) ATP issuance. * * * 

(5) The State agency may mail the 

ATP to the household or may use an 
alternate method of ATP delivery, 
except when the ATP is handled as 
specified in paragraphs (g) or (h) of this 
section. When the ATP is mailed to the 
household it shall be mailed in a first 
class, nonforwarding envelope. The 
State agency may also use certified mail 
for ATP delivery, and shall use an 
alternate method of ATP delivery for 
households which report two losses of 
ATP’s through the mail within a 6 month 
period. 
(91 Stat. 958 (7 U.S.C. 2011-2029)) 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.551, Food Stamps) 

Dated: November 18, 1982. 

Robert E. Leard, 

Associate Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 82-32255 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-30-M 


Agricultural Marketing Service : 
7 CFR Part 907 
[Navel Orange Reg. 553] 


Navel Oranges Grown in Arizona and 
Designated Part of California; 
Limitation of Handling 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: This regulation establishes 
the quantity of fresh California-Arizona 
navel oranges that may be shipped to 
market during the period November 26- 
December 2, 1982. Such action is needed 
to provide for orderly marketing of fresh 
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This rule has been reviewed under 
USDA procedures and Executive Order 
12291 and has been designated a “non- 
major” rule. The Deputy Administrator, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, has 
determined that this action will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This action is designed to promote 
orderly marketing of the California- 
Arizona navel orange crop for the 
benefit of producers and will not 
substantially affect costs for the directly 
regulated handlers. 

This regulation is issued under the 
marketing agreement, as amended, and 
Order No. 907, as amended (7 CFR Part 
907), regulating the handling of navel 
oranges grown in Arizona and 
designated part of California. The 
agreement and order are effective under 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601- 
674). This action is based upon the 
recommendations and information 
submitted by the Navel Orange 
Administrative Committee and upon 
other available information. It is hereby 
found that this action will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act. 

This action is consistent with the 
marketing policy for 1982-83. The 
marketing policy was recommended by 
the committee following discussion at a 
public meeting on September 21, 1982. 
The committee met again publicly on 
November 23, 1982, at Los Angeles, 
California, to consider the current and 
prospective conditions of supply and 
demand and recommended a quantity of 
navels deemed advisable to be handled 
during the specified week. The 
committee reports the demand for navel 
oranges is weak. 

It is further found that it is 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest to give preliminary notice, 
engage in public rulemaking, and 
postpone the effective date until 30 days 
after publication in the Federal Register 
(5 U.S.C. 553), because of insufficient 
time between the date when information 
became available upon which this 
regulation is based and the effective 

. date necesssary to effectuate the 
declared policy of the Act. Interested 
persons were given an opportunity to 
submit information and views on the 
regulation at an open meeting. It is 


necessary to effectuate the declared 
policy of the Act to make this regulatory 
provision effective as specified, and 
handlers have been apprised of such 
provisions and the effective time. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 907 


Marketing agreements and orders, 
California, Arizona, Oranges (navel). 
' 1. Section 907.853 is added as follows: 


§ 907.853 Navel Orange Regulation 553. 

The quantities of navel oranges grown 
in Arizona and California which may be 
handled during the period November 26, 
1982, through December 2, 1982, are 
established as follows: 

(1) District 1: 828,000 cartons; 

(2) District 2: Unlimited cartons; 

(3) District 3: 72,000 cartons; 

(4) District 4: Unlimited cartons. 


(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 
601-674) 

Dated: November 24, 1982. 
D. S. Kuryloski, 
Acting Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service 
[FR Doc. 82-32618 Filed 11-24-82; 12:02 pm} 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-4 


Rural Electrification Administration 
7 CFR Part 1701 


Public Information; Appendix A—REA 
Bulletins 


Note.—This document originally appeared 
in the Federal Register for Wednesday, 
November 24, 1982. It is reprinted in this issue 
to meet requirements for publication on the 
Tuesday/Friday schedule assigned to the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 


AGENCY: Rural Electrification 
Administration, USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: REA hereby amends 
Appendix A—REA Bulletins by revising 
REA Bulletin 105-5, “Financial 
Forecast—Electric Distribution 
Systems.” This revision formalizes 
REA's acceptance of financial forecasts 
prepared using a standard computer 
program in lieu of manually prepared 
forecasts. The computer program's 
design has been tested extensively and 
found acceptable by both REA and its 
borrowers. Use of the computerized 
forecast reduces the burden of work 
required both of applicants in preparing 
and revising their forecasts, and that of 
REA field staff members who assist the 
applicants, and those who review the 
completed forecasts as part of the loan 
making process. The financial forecast, 
formally adopted by the applicant's 
board of directors, presents their 


needs, and demonstrates loan feasibility 
to REA and other lenders. It also serves 
as a long-range planning tool in the 
management of these rural electric 
utilities. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: October 8, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles R. Weaver, Director, Electric 
Loans and Management Division, Rural 
Electrification Administration, Room 
3342, South Building, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, 
telephone (202) 382-1900. The Final 
Regulatory Impact Statement describing 
the options considered in developing the 
final rule and the impact of 
implementing each option is available 
on request from the above-named 
individual. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Paperwork Reduction Act 


Information collection and 
recordkeeping requirements contained 
in this regulation have been approved 
by the Office of Management and 
Budget under the provisions of 44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35 and have been assigned 
OMB No. 0572-0072. 

REA regulations are issued pursuant 
to the Rural Electrification Act as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.). This final 
action has been reviewed in accordance 
with Executive Order 12291, Federal 
Regulation. This action will not (1) have 
an annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; (2) result in a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3) 
result in significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment or 
productivity and therefore has been 
determined to be “not major.” This 
action does not fall within the scope of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act and is not 
subject to OMB Circular A-95 review. 
This program is listed in the Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance as 10.850— 
Rural Electrification Loans and Loan 
Guarantees. 

Background—The prior revision of 
this bulletin was November 26, 1973. 
REA has a continuing need to assess 
borrower loan fund requirements and 
their financial feasibility. This 
formalized document submitted to REA 
in support of loans helps to assure REA 
that each borrower is committed to a 
reasonable, prudent plan that will allow 
it to achieve REA program objectives 
and repay its REA loan as agreed. While 
there are many factors influencing the 
quality of forecasting done by 
borrowers, the automated system 
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contributes to the quality of forecasts by 
eliminating mathematical errors as well 
as by making it easier for managers to 
keep their forecasts current. These 
benefits should be permanent. REA 
considered options: 

1. Continue to require that all 
‘forecasts be prepared using the 
Standard REA Forms 325 a-k. This was 
considered an unnecessary and 
frivolous requirement putting an undue 
burden on the applicant when a 
computer prepared equivalent is 
available. 

2. Another option would be for REA to 
prepare its own forecast for loan 
purposes. This would add workload to 
REA’s field staff and duplicate efforts 
borrowers would carry on for their own 
internal financial management planning. 

A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was 
published in the Federal Register on 
November 20, 1981, Volume 46, Number 
224, page 57057. However, no public 
comments were received in response to 
the notice. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1701 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Electric utilities, Loan 
programs—energy. 


PART 1701—[ AMENDED] 


7 CFR Part 1701, Appendix AREA 
Bulletins, is hereby amended by revising 
REA Bulletin 105-5, “Financial 
Forecast—Electric Distribution System.” 

Dated: October 8, 1982. 

Jack Van Mark, 

Acting Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 82-32091 Filed 11-23-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-15-M 


Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service 


9 CFR Part 51 
[Docket 82-061] 


Animals Destroyed Because of 
Brucellosis; Interim Rule 


AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Interim rule. 


SUMMARY: This document amends the 
regulations governing the payment of 
indemnity for animals destroyed 
because of burcellosis. This action is 
needed to ensure that owners of 
affected bison herds who participated in 
the brucellosis eradication program will 
not suffer disproportionate losses 
compared to owners of affected cattle 
herds and to ensure that adequate 
indemnity, within budgetary constraints, 


is paid without endangering the 
effectiveness of the brucellosis 
eradication program. The intended 
effect of this action is to gain the 
cooperation of the bison herd owners by 
establishing an indemnity program for 
bison affected with or exposed to 
burcellosis. This action is also intended 
to eliminate overcompensation of cattle 
owners by returning to a flat rate 
indemnity system, thereby encauraging 
cattle owners to rid their herds of 
brucellosis. 

DATES: Effective November 26, 1982. 
Comments must be received on or 
before January 25, 1983. 

ApprEss: Comments to Deputy 
Administrator, VS, APHIS, USDA, 
Federal Building, Room 805, 6505 
Belcrest Road, Hyattsville, MD 20782, 
301-436-5961. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. A. D. Robb, VS. APHIS, USDA, 
Federal Building, Room 805, Hyattsville, 
MD 20782, 301-436-5961. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Executive Order 12291 


This interim rule has been reviewed in 
conformance with Executive Order 
12291 and has been determined not to be 
a “major rule” as defined in E. O. 12291. 
Based on information compiled by the 
Department, it has been determined that 
this action will have an annual effect on 
the economy of less than one hundred 
million dollars; will not cause a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; will not 
have a significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment or investment, 
productivity, innovation, or the ability of 
United States-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. 


Emergency Justification 


Dr. Billy G. Johnson, Acting Director, 
National Brucellosis Eradication 
Program, Veterinary Services, Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS), has determined that an 
emergency situation exists which 
warrants publication of this interim rule 
without opportunity for public comment 
at this time. Based on administration 
proposals and Congressional action to 
date, it is anticipated that funds 
available for Brucellosis eradication in 
FY 83 will be cut. In addition, the interim 
rule is needed in order to halt the 
current overly high outlay of 
appropriated funds via indemnity 
payments which generally 
overcompensate owners of affected 
cattle. This high outlay of funds 
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endangers the success of the brucellosis 
eradication program, which must rely on 
these same monies. This is because both 
indemnity and other funds for the 
brucellosis program are one 
appropriation, and therefore, overly high 
expenditures for one purpose takes 
money needed by other parts of the 
program. 

In addition, affected bison not 
currently eligible for indemnity, are 
creating an increasing threat to the 
health of cattle herds in States which 
could otherwise qualify for Class Free 
status. This situation needs to be 
alleviated as soon as possible by 
allowing the payment of indemnity for 
bison, thereby encouraging the 
elimination of these reactor bison as a 
disease source. 

Finally, as bison are being included in 
the indemnity program, provisions must 
be made to identify them, as cattle are 
identified, so that proper records can be 
kept to support indemnity payments. 
These provisions are needed as soon as 
possible to allow bison indemnity 
payments to begin. 

In addition, a provision to prohibit 
indemnity payments unless all reactors 
in the herd are removed is required 
immediately to halt the expenditure of 
funds when it does not further the 
success of the brucellosis eradication 
program. At present, some claims are 
made for animals from herds which still 
contain reactors, which can spread — 
disease. Therefore, the payment of these 
claims serves no useful purpose to the 
program. 

For all of these reasons any delay in 
the implementation of this interim rule 
will severely undermine producer 
cooperation in the National Cooperative 
State-Federal Brucellosis Eradication 
Program and impair its effectiveness. 

Therefore, pursuant to the 
administrative procedure provisions in 5 
U.S.C. 553, it is found upon good cause 
that notice and other public procedure 
with respect to this emergency interim 
action is impracticable, unnecessary and 
contrary to the public interest, and good 
cause is found for making this 
emergency interim action effective less 
than 30 days after publication of this 
document in the Federal Register. 
Comments have been solicited for 60 
days after publication of this document, 
and this emergency interim action is 
scheduled for review so that a final 
document discussing comments received 
and any amendments required can be 
published in the Federal Register as 
soon as possible. 
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Certification Under the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

Dr. Harry C. Mussman, Administrator 
of the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, has determined that 
this action will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This is because 
the bison herds comprise less than 0.01 
percent of livestock herds in the United 
States, that is, an estimated 500 to 1,000 
herds and less than 10 percent of those 
herds are affected with brucellosis. 
Also, the change from indemnity rates 
that vary with the market to a flat rate 
will affect less than one percent of the 
cattle herds in the United States, that is, 
an estimated 15,000 cattle herds from 
which animals are removed and 
destroyed because of brucellosis of 
those herds. Only an estimated 1 
percent, or 150, would be depopulated in 
any given year. The other 99 percent of 
cattle herds would only be affected in 
' that individual reactors would be 
destroyed. 

In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, (44 U.S.C. 3507), 
the reporting or recordkeeping 
provisions that are included in this 
interim rule has been submitted for 
approval to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB). They are not 
effective until OMB approval has been 
obtained. 


Background Information 


Brucellosis is a contagious, infectious, 
and communicable disease which 
affects animals and man. It is caused by 
bacteria of the genus Brucella. A 
National Cooperative State-Federal 
Brucellosis Eradication Program to 
eliminate brucellosis from cattle, bison, 
and swine in the United States is being 
carried out in each of the various States. 
Tools being used to eradicate 
brucellosis in various States are as 
follows: Testing of cattle, bison, and 
swine herds for brucellosis; 
identification and destruction by 
slaughter of infected and exposed 
animals; and the payment of indemnities 
to owners of cattle and swine destroyed 
because of brucellosis pursuant to the 
regulations in 9 CFR Part 51. 

In the last decade raising bison as a 
domestic animal has grown from being 
merely the hobby of a few ranchers 
keeping a few head of bison on small 
acreage, to being a business. Reliable 
data is not available on the number of 
bison farms. However, estimates range 
from 500 to 1,000 herds in the United 
States. 

One major problem in the bison 
business is that suppliers of breeding 
bison have themselves had brucellosis 


affected herds. As any animal from an 
affected herd may spread the disease to 
its new herd, sales of breeding stock 
have created new brucellosis affected 
bison herds. As with cattle and swine 
herds affected with brucellosis, the 
cooperation of the herd owner is 
essential to eradicate brucellosis in the 
herd. The bison herd owner is currently 
discriminated against when he is 
required to follow the same disease 
eradication procedures as cattle and 
swine herd owners, but is not paid 
indemnity, which would partially 
reimburse him for the breeding animals 
slaughtered as brucellosis affected and 
provide an incentive for prompt removal 
of diseased bison from the herd. 

Indemnity is primarily paid to an 
owner of affected animals to encourage 
the herd owner to cooperate in the 
timely removal of infected animals from 
his herd or in the case of herd 
depopulation, to remove a foci of 
infection in an otherwise clean area and 
thereby prevent transmission of 
brucellosis to nearby susceptible herds. 

In 1980 and 1981 brucellosis indemnity 
regulations were changed to calculate 
an indemnity that varies with the 
market values for slaughter and 
replacement. This was accomplished by 
amending Part 51 on June 27, 1980, (45 
FR 43678); February 23, 1981, (46 FR 
13673); and October 16, 1981, (46 FR 
50930). These amendments changed 
brucellosis indemnity payments from 
being payments merely for timely 
removal of a diseased animal to a way 
to aid the herd owner in replacing his 
diseased animals with disease free 
animals. 

Numerous problems have plagued the 
brucellosis indemnity program since 
June 27, 1980. For example, reliable data 
on replacement values for all except 
dairy cattle was not developed as 
expected. Also, overcompensation 
unavoidably occurred in some locations 
making it profitable for herd owners to 
maintain the disease in the herd. 
Comments have been received from 
Federal officials and State officials from 
a number of States, and numerous 
industry officials expressing concern 
with overpayments. They have 
requested a flat rate system be 
reinstituted for all classes of cattle. Two 
States have already requested that 
indemnity payments in their States be 
made at flat rates similar to those being 
promulgated by this document. 
Eradication of brucellosis is the goal of 
the program. However, the financial 
incentive to induce individual herd 
owners to be disease free has caused an 
intolerable drain on appropriated funds, 
to the point where the true goal of the 


prograin—eradication—is being 
jeopardized. 

To correct these problems in the 
indemnity program, the Department is 
reestablishing flat rates for brucellosis 
indemnity. Assessment of livestock 
values indicates that reinstitution of the 
rates in effect prior to June 27, 1980, with 
two exceptions, would be adequate to 
encourage timely removal of infected 
and exposed cattle and bison. One 
exception is the nonregistered dairy 
cow. Values of these animals rose 
rapidly in 1978 and 1979, but rates in 
effect in 1980 reflected values of 1977. 
Therefore, nonregistered dairy cattle 
indemnity would be raised to $250 from 
$150. Values have stabilized during 1980, 
1981, and 1982, and the indications are 
that $250 would provide the necessary 
incentive for timely removal of affected 
nonregistered dairy cattle. 

Although the role in the transmission 
of brucellosis of the exposed female calf 
under 6 months of age nursed by a 
reactor dam is not fully demonstrated, 
sufficient knowledge does exist to e 
indicate that voluntary removal for 
slaughter is a worthwhile goal. 
Therefore, the present flat rate of $50, 
which has worked better than the 1980 
rate of $25, is retained for such calves. 


Analysis of Alternatives 


Two primary goals are the function of 
this action: (1) Adding bison to the 
species of animals eligible for 
brucellosis indemnity payments; and (2) 
establishing a rate system for indemnity 
payments which will encourage herd 
owners to rid their herds of brucellosis, 
without financially endangering the 
brucellosis eradication program. 

Two options to Goal 1 were 
considered: 

A. Leave the regulations as they are, 
applicable only to cattle and swine; 

B. Add bison at a flat rate per head 
indemnity. 

Option A was not selected since it is 
not responsive to the problem of 
inequitable treatment of the bison 
industry vis-a-vis the cattle industry, 
which has arisen since raising bison has 
expanded and developed from primarily 
hobby operations to big business. 

Option B was selected since 
preliminary studies reveal that the 
difference between slaughter value and 
breeding value in bison is similar to the 
difference between those values in 
nonregistered beef cattle. Therefore, the 
same flat rate indemnity can be 
expected to provide the same incentive 
for timely removal of affected bison. 

Several options to Goal 2 were also 
considered: 





53322 


A. Leave the regulations as they are 
without changes; 

B. Reestablish flat rate indemnity with 
the intent of encouraging cooperation 
and the timely removal of affected 
cattle. 

Option A was not selected since the 
problems would only worsen with time. 

Option B was selected since 
conservation of appropriated funds is 


imperative in order not to jeopardize the 


effectiveness of the brucellosis 
eradication program and since the flat 
rate system worked well for many years 
prior to 1980. 


Cost-Benefit Analysis 


Brucellosis in cattle and bison is 
caused by infection of these species by 
Brucella abortus. Brucellosis in swine is 
caused by Brucella suis. Brucellosis in 
goats is caused by Brucella melitensus. 
All three organisms cause brucellosis in 
humans. All are capable, under certain 
conditions, of transmission to the other 
species. Brucella melitensus is no longer 
present in the United States. To 
eliminate the health and economic 
ravages of brucellosis from the United 
States of America, Brucella abortus and 
Brucella suis must also be eliminated. 

The economic impact for the livestock 
owner may approach 20-40 percent loss 
of productivity in affected herds. Milk 
production in dairy herds is reduced. 
The reproductive cycle in an affected 
animal can be lengthened by 25 percent, 
resulting in fewer calves. Spontaneous 
abortions also increase, again resulting 
in fewer calves. Calves which are born 
are weak and stunted. Finally 10-15 
percent of affected animals may be 
rendered permanently sterile. The 
incidence of brucellosis in humans is 
now very low and found primarily in 
farm workers, slaughterhouse workers, 
and Cooperative State-Federal 
Brucellosis Program workers. However, 
brucellosis in affected humans is a 
debilitating disease. In a few cases 
brucellosis becomes chronic, 
progressing from onset as a severe flu- 
like disease to recurring malarial-like 
disease, eventually leading to arthritis, 
heart value disease, and, in some 
individuals, severe depression. Because 
it mimics so many other diseases, 
diagnosis is often missed. 

An eradication program by USDA in 
cooperation with the States is in 
operation to eliminate both B. abortus 
and B. suis. The recent growth in raising 
bison as domesticated animals has 
raised an economic problem not 
heretofore recognized. Bison owners are 
required to follow the same procedures 
to eliminate brucellosis from their herds 
as are cattle owners. Yet under the 
present regulations governing payment 


of indemnity, bison owners cannot claim 
indemnity, as can cattle and swine 
owners, and this causes them to suffer 
unfair economic losses. 

There are definite benefits to 
including bison in the indemnity 
program. Without bison indemnity, there 
is no incentive for reactors to be 
disposed of in a timely manner. This 
results in increased chances of exposure 
to infection for domestic cattle. The 
availability of indemnity would 
encourage herd owners to destroy 
infected animals. In addition, the 
greatest numbers of domestic bison are 
in States having zero infection or less 
than 2.5 infected herds per 1,000 and 
where the transmission or brucellosis to 
domestic cattle can be expected to 
result in herd depopulation with 
indemnity. Indemnity payments for only 
200 nonregistered beef animals would 
equal the total maximum expected cost 
for bison indemnity for 1 year. 
Indemnity paid for even fewer numbers 
of dairy or registered cattle would equal 
this cost level. In addition, the bison 
problem would continue to exist with no 
chance of relief. 

The cost of adding bison to the 
indemnity section of the cooperative 
program would be small. Based on 
statistics concerning bison found 
infected during Fiscal Years 1980 and 
1981, it is anticipated that owners of 
only 200 bison would need to be 
indemnified per year. At the rate of $50, 
the cost would be $10,000. 

To summarize, the annual cost of the 
proposed bison indemnity program is 
estimated at $10,000 per annum. The 
benefits would be reduced need for 
cattle indemnity, reduced exposure to 
brucellosis by cattle and humans, and 
an advance in eliminating brucellosis as 
an economic and public health threat. 

To reestablish flat rate indemnity for 
cattle would result in tangible savings to 
the program. The estimated savings for 
nonregistered beef cattle annually is $1% 
million. Nonregistered dairy cattle 
indemnity is estimated to be $2 million 
less. An additional savings would come 
from indemnity for registered cattle at 
an estimated $2% million. Total 
estimated savings is $6 million. 
Intangible benefits would be a renewed 
incentive in some sections of the 
country for herd owners to rid their 
herds of infection by not only timely 
removal of reactors, but by following 
other management practices known to 
aid in eliminating the disease from 
herds. These are the sections where 
overcompensation.occurs under the 
current regulations, thereby 
discoura: herd owners from freeing 
their herds of brucellosis. These 
intangible benefits would have cost 
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recuction benefits as well, as fewer 
reactors would have to be indemnified 
and herds would be freed of the disease 
sooner, thereby reducing testing 
expenses. 


Regulations 

The title of Part 51 which currently 
reads “Cattle Destroyed Because of 
Brucellosis”, is amended to change the 
word “cattle” to “animals.” Not only 
does Part 51 already have provisions for 
indemnifying swine as well as cattle, but 
this document adds “bison.” 

Part 51 deletes, along with all 
references to it, footnote 2, which refers 
to average fair market replacement 
values, Any reference to such values is 
removed. Footnote 3 is renumbered 2, 
along with all references to it, and is 
amended to remove references to 
sections within Part 51 which are 
removed by this interim rule. In 
addition, footnotes 4 through 7, and all 
references to them, are renumbered 3 
through 6 respectively. 

Section 51.1(n), “Herd Depopulation” 
is amended to clarify wording, to add 
“or bison” after the word “cattle” to 
reflect the intent to include bison herds 
as eligible for “herd depopulation,” and 
to state clearly that nonpregnant heifers 
may be disposed of to quarantined 
feedlots without indemnity in lieu of 
“immediate slaughter.” Such heifers are 
sometimes more valuable for feedlot 
purposes than for slaughter purposes. 
Permitting such movement brings more 
money to the owner, reduces overall 
indemnity for the Department, and at 
the same time empties the farm of all 
cattle. Quarantined feedlot cattle must 
all be slaughtered on leaving the 
quarantined feedlot so the risk of 
exposure from these heifers is extremely 
remote. Such disposal therefore benefits 
both the owner and the Department 
while at the same time advances the 
eradication program. 

Section 51.1(u) “Herd Known to be 
Affected”, is amended to make it clear 
that a “herd known to be affected” is a 
herd which has had a brucellosis reactor 
and which is still quarantined by the 
State. The finding of a reactor makes the 
herd a “herd known to be affected”. 
Program standards require the State to 
quarantine such a herd. The designation 
as a “herd known to be affected” 
continues until the herd qualifies for and 
is released from quarantine by the State 
animal health official. 

Section 51.1(v) “Animals”, is amended 
to include bison. This is needed to 
account for the fact that bison are being 
added to the indemnity program. 

Current § 51.1(cc), “average fair 
market replacement value”, (dd) 
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“average fair market slaughter value”, 
and (ee) “actual salvage value” are 
removed as they are not needed under 
the flat rate indemnity procedures. Also, 
paragraph (ff) is renumbered (cc). 

In § 51.3, “Payment to owners for 
animals destroyed”, § 51.3(a), is 
amended to reestablish language and 
rates used prior to June 27, 1980, with 
the exception of increasing to $250 the 
rate for nonregistered dairy cattle, 
increasing to $50 the rate for exposed 
female calves, and making bison eligible 
for indemnity. The need for this 
amendment to Part 51 was discussed 
previously in this supplementary 
information section. 

In § 51.5, “Identification of Animals to 
be destroyed because of brucellosis,” 
subsection (b) is amended to insert “and 
bison” following the word “cattle” 
wherever it appears. Bison are required 
to be identified in the same manner as 
cattle. Section 51.5(a) refers to the time 
limit for identification of animals. 
Section 51.5(a) is amended by adding a 
provision for the Deputy Administrator 
to extend the time limit when Acts of 
God prevent or delay identification. This 
would be consistent with § 51.6, which 
already allows for such a time extension 
in the case of Acts of God which prevent 
or delay slaughter or destruction of 
animals. Finally, § 51.5 is amended to 
provide that official seals applied to 
vehicles transporting exposed animals 
from herds scheduled for depopulation 
to slaughter, may only be removed by a 
Veterinary Services representative, 
State representative, accredited 
veterinarian, or by other persons 
authorized for this purpose by a 
Veterinary Services representative. This 
precludes tampering with such 
shipments and possible spread of 
brucellosis. 

Section 51.6, “Destruction of Animals; 
time limit for destruction of animals”, is 
amended to add a subsection (b) for 
bison. Current subsections (b) and (c) 
are redesignated (c) and (d), 
respectively. Bison are frequently 
slaughtered in small custom slaughtering 
establishments not subject to Federal or 
State inspection. It is not intended by 
this action to require slaughtering 
procedures which are not normal to the 
domestic bison producing industry. The 
amendment would recognize usual 
slaughtering methods by providing that 
bison can be sold under permit to a 
State or Federal slaughtering 
establishment approved by the Deputy 
Administrator for the purpose; or sold to 
a stockyard approved by the Deputy 
Administrator for sale to such a 
slaughter establishment, or that the 
Deputy Administrator may approve such 


other bison slaughtering establishments 
as may be deemed necessary. 

Sections 51.7 and 51.8 are removed as 
they are no longer necessary with flat 
rate indemnity. As stated in present 
footnote 3, which is renumbered 2, the 
maximum rate of indemnity would be 
paid for all animals as long as funds are 
available, the State or area is not under 
Federal quarantine, the State requests 
payment of Federal! indemnity, and the 
State does not request a lower rate. 
Sections 51.9, 51.10, 51.11 and 51.12 are 
redesignated as §§ 51.7, 51.8, 51.9, and 
51.10, respectively. New section § 51.7 
does contain some important guidelines 
for determining eligibility for registered 
idemnity, and pertinent wording is 
added to the new § 51.7 “claims for 
indemnity”as a new subsection (b). The 
current wording is designated as 
§ 51.7(a). 

Section 51.9, “Claims not allowed”, is 
amended to add a new subsection (g), to 
provide that no claims will be paid if 
any known reactors remain in the herd. 
This condition is designed to halt the 
occurrence of herd owners destroying 
only some of their reactors, leaving the 
others in the herd, where they pose a 
continuing threat of infection. This 
practice defeats the purpose of the 
entire brucellosis eradication program, 
and of the indemnity program 
specifically. Therefore, APHIS believes 
it must be stopped. 


List of Subjects in 9 CFR Part 51 


Animal diseases, Bison, Indemnity 
Payments, Brucellosis. 


For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, Part 51, title 9, code of Federal 
Regulations is amended as follows: 

1. The title is amended to read: 


PART 51—ANIMALS DESTROYED 
BECAUSE OF BRUCELLOSIS 


2. In § 51.1, footnote 2, and all 
references to it, and paragraphs (cc), 
(dd), and (ee) are removed; paragraph 
(ff) is renumbered (cc); and paragraphs 
(n), (u), and (v) are revised to read as 
follows: 


§51.1 Definitions. 

(n) Herd Depopulation. Removal by 
slaughter or other means of destruction 
of all cattle, bison, or swine in a herd or 
from a specific premises or under 
common ownership prior to restocking 
such premises with new animals, except 
that steers and spayed heifers or 
barrows and gilts maintained for feeding 
purposes may be retained on the 
premises if the Veterinarian in Charge 
finds such retention to be compatible 
with eradication efforts. The 
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Veterinarian in Charge may also permit 
removal of nonpregnant heifers, without 
payment of indemnity, to Quarantined 
Feedlots in lieu of immediate slaughter. 


* * * * * 


(u) Herd known to be affected. Any 
herd in which any animal has been 
classified as a brucellosis reactor and 
which has not been released from 
quarantine. 


* cs cs * * 


(v) Animals. Cattle, bison, and 
breeding swine. 

3. Footnotes 3, 4, and 5, are 
renumbered footnotes 2, 3, and 4, 
respectively; all references to footnotes 
3, 4, and 5 are amended to refer to 
footnotes 2, and 3, and 4, respectively 
and new footnote 2 is revised to read as 
follows: 

? The Deputy Administrator shall authorize 
payment of federal indemnity by the 
Department at the applicable maximum per 
head rate in § 51.3: (a) As long as sufficient 
funds appropriated by Congress appear to be 
available for this purpose for the remainder 
of the fiscal year; (b) In States or areas not 
under federal quarantine; (c) In States 
requesting payment of federal indemnity; and 
(d) In States not requesting a lower rate. 


4. Section 51.3(a) is revised to read as 
follows: 


§51.3 Payment to owners for animals 
destroyed. 

(a) Cattle and bison. The Deputy 
Administrator may authorize * the 
payment of federal indemnity by the 
Department to any owner whose cattle 
or bison are destroyed as affected with 
brucellosis. 

(1) Brucellosis reactor cattle and 
bison. The Deputy Administrator may 
authorize * the payment of Federal 
indemnity by the Department to owners 
whose cattle or bison are destroyed as 
brucellosis reactors. The indemnity shall 
not exceed $250 for any registered cattle 
or $50 for any nonregistered cattle or 
bison, except that, for nonregistered 
dairy cattle the indemnity shall not 
exceed $250, and except that in Alaska, 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands indemnity shall not exceed $250 
for any registered cattle or $150 for any 
nonregistered cattle or bison, except 
that, for nonregistered dairy cattle the 
indemnity shall not exceed $250. Prior to 
payment of indemnity, proof of 
destruction * shall be furnished to the 
veterinarian in charge. 

(2) Herd depopulation. The Deputy 
Administrator may authorize * the 
payment of Federal Indemnity by the 
Department to any owner whose herd of 
cattle or bison is destroyed because of 
brucellosis. The indemnity shall not 
exceed $250 for any registered cattle or 





$50 for any nonregistered cattle or bison, 
except that, for nonregistered dairy 
cattle the indemnity shall not exceed 
$250, and except that, in Alaska, 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands indemnity shall not exceed $250 
for any registered cattle or $150 for any 
nonregistered cattle or bison, except 
that, for nonregistered dairy cattle, the 
indemnity shall not exceed $250. 
Indemnity payment shall only be made 
for brucellosis-exposed cattle and bison 
or for cattle and bison from a herd 
known to be affected, and only when 
the Deputy Administrator determines 
that the destruction of all cattle and 
bison in the herd will contrib;ute to the 
brucellosis eradication program. Prior to 
payment of indemnity, proof of 
destruction * shall be furnished to the 
veterinarian in charge. Indemnity will be 
paid for reactor animals in accordance 
with § 51.3{a)(1). 

(3) Exposed female calves. The 
Deputy Administrator may authorize ? 
the payment of Federal indemnity to any 
owner whose exposed female calf or 
calves are destroyed because of 
brucellosis. The indemnity for such 
animals shall not exceed $50 per head. 
Indemnity payments shall be made only 
for exposed female calves and only 
when the Deputy Administrator 
determines that the destruction of such 
calves will contribute to the brucellosis 
eradication program. Prior to payment of 
indemnity, proof of destruction shall be 
furnished to the veterinarian in charge. 

5. Section 51.5 (a) and (b) are revised 
to read as follows: 


§51.5 Identification of animais to be 
destroyed because of brucellosis. 

(a) The claimant shall be responsible 
for insuring that any animal for which 
indemnity is claimed shall be identified 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section within 15 days after having been 
classified as a reactor or for any other 
animal subject to this part within 15 
days after having been condemned. The 
veterinarian in charge may extend the 
time limit to 30 days when a request for 
such extension is received by him prior 
to the expiration date of the original 15 
day. period allowed, and when he 
determines that the extension will not 
adversely affect the brucellosis 
eradication program; and except further, 
that the Deputy Administrator shall 
upon request in specific cases, extend 
the time limit beyond the 30-day period 
when unusual or unforeseen 
circumstances occur which prevent or 
hinder the identification of the animals 
within the 30-day period, such as, but 
not limited to, floods, storms, or other 
Acts of God which are beyond the 


control of the owner, or when 

identification is delayed due to 

requirements of another Federal 
ency. 

(b) Cattle and bison shall be identified 
by branding the letter “B” on the left jaw 
not less than 2 nor more than 3 inches 
high and by tagging with an approved 
metal tag bearing a serial number and 
description “U.S. Reactor” or a similar 
State reactor tag suitably attached to the 
left ear of each animal: Provided, 
However, That in lieu of branding with 
the letter “B” and tagging with an 
approved metal tag, reactors and 
exposed cattle and bison in herds 
scheduled for herd depopulation, may 
be identified by USDA approved 
backtags and either accompanied 
directly to slaughter by a Veterinary 
Services or State representative or 
moved directly to slaughter in vehicles 
closed with official seals. Such official 
seals may only be removed by a 
Veterinary Services representative, 
State representative, accredited 
veterinarian, or by other persons 
authorized for this purpose by a 
Veterinary Services representative. 

6. In § 51.6, footnotes 6 and 7 are 
renumbered 5 and 6, respectively, and 
all reference to footnotes 6 and 7 are 
changed to references to footnotes 5 and 
6, respectively; and § 51.6 is amended to 
redesignate and renumber paragraphs 
(b) and (c) as (c) and (d) respectively; 
and to add a new paragraph (b) to read 
as follows: 


§51.6 Destruction of animals; time limit 
for destruction of animais. 

(b) Bison. The claimant shall be 
responsible for insuring that bison 
subject to this part shall be sold under 
permit to a State or Federal slaughtering 
establishment approved by the Deputy 
Administrator for this purpose or to a 
stockyard approved by the Deputy 
Administrator for sale to such a 
slaughtering establishment, Provided, 
However, That the Deputy 
Administrator may approve such other 
bison slaughtering establishments as 
may be deemed necessary to accomplish 
destruction of bison subject to this part. 


* * w * * 


§§ 51.7 and 51.8 [Removed] 


§§ 51.9, 51.10, §1.11, 51.12 [ 
as §§ 51.7, 51.8, 51.9, and 51.10} 

7. Sections 51.7 and 51.8 are removed 
from Part 51. Sections 51.9, 51.10, 51.11 
and 51.12 are amended by redesignating 
them as $§ 51.7, 51.8, 51.9, and 51.10, 
respectively. 


* * * * * 
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8. New § 51.7 is amended by 
redesignating the text as paragraph (a) 
and adding a new paragraph (b) to read 
as follows: 


§ 51.7 Ctaims for indemnity. 


* + * * * 


(b) Cattle presented as registered 
shall be accompanied by their 
registration papers issued in the name of 
or transferred by the registered breed 
association to the name of the owner or 
shall be paid for as nonregistered cattle: 
Provided, however, That if the 
registration papers are not available 
because they have been sent to an 
association for transfer of ownership or 
if the cattle are less than 1 year old and 
unregistered, the Veterinarian in Charge 
may grant a reasonable time of not more 
than 30 days for the presentation of their 
registration papers: Except that the 
Deputy Administrator may extend the 
period an additional 30 days upon 
receipt of a request from the owner 
within the original 30-day period, when 
the owner can show to the satisfaction 


_of the Deputy Administrator that the 


inability to produce the certificate 
within such 30-day period is due to 
circumstances beyond the owner's 
control. 


* * * 7 * 


9. New § 51.9 is amended by revising 
paragraphs (c) and (e); and by adding a 
new paragraph (h) to read as follows: 


§51.9 Claims not allowed. 


* + ” * * 


(c) If all cattle, bison, and swine 
eligible for testing in the claimant's herd - 
have not been tested for brucellosis 
under Veterinary Services or State 
supervision. 

(e) If the animals are classified as 
reactors and are unofficial vaccinates, 
unless there is either a record of a 
negative official test made not less than 
30 days following the date of unofficial 
vaccination or unless other Veterinary 
Services approved tests show the 
unofficial vaccinates are affected with 
virulent Brucella. 


* * * * * 


(h) If any known reactors remain in 
the herd. 


(Secs. 3, 4, 5, 11, and 13, 23 Stat. 32, as 
amended; secs. 1 and 2, 32 Stat. 791-792, as 
amended; sec. 3, 33 Stat. 1265, as amended; 
sec. 3, 76 Stat. 130 (21 U.S.C. 111-113, 114, 
114a-1, 120, 121, 125, 134b) 37 FR 28464, 28477; 
38 FR 19141} 


All written submissions made 
pursuant to this interim rule will be 
made available for public inspection at 
the Federal Building, 6505 Belcrest Road, 
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Room 805, Hyattsville, Maryland, during 

regular hours of business (8 a.m. to 4:30 

pam., Monday to Friday, except 

holidays) in.a manner convenient to the 

public business (7 CFR 1.27(b)). 
Comments submitted should bear a 

reference to the date and page number 

of this issue in the Federal Register. 
Done at Washington, D.C. this 23rd day of 

November 1982. 

]. K. Atwell, 

Deputy Administrator, Veterinary Services. 

[FR Doc. 62-2408 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-34-% 


NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 


12 CFR Ch. Vil 


AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration (NCUA). 

ACTION: Final Interpretive Ruling and 
Policy Statement (IRPS) 82-4. 


SUMMARY: This interpretive Ruling and 


Policy Statement designates certain 
state authorities to conduct inspections 
of Federal credit union records to 
determine compliance with state 
unclaimed property laws when there is 
reasonable cause to believe that a 
Federal credit union has not complied 
with such laws. It also sets forth the 
NCUA's position on enforcement 
jurisdiction and fees for inspections. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
ADDRESS: National Credit Union 
Administration, 1776 G Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20456. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James J. Engel, Assistant General 
Counsel, t of Legal Services, 
at the above address. Telephone (202) 
357-1030. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: At its 
June 16, 1982, meeting, the NCUA Board 
issued for public comment a proposed 
vaeiaaaes Ruling and Policy Statement 
IRPS) regarding state examination of 
B vad credit union (FCU) records for 
purposes of compliance 
with state unclaimed property laws. {47 
FR 26842, June 22, 1982.) The proposed 
IRPS designated those state agencies 
authorized under state law to conduct 
unclaimed property inspections as 
representatives of the NCUA Board for 
purposes of determining compliance 
with those laws. In addition, the NCUA 
Board set forth its position that 
enforcement of those laws remains 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 


Board, and that FCU’s were not subject 
to the imposition of fees by the state for 
the inspection. 

Twenty-four comments were 
submitted: 19 from FCUs, 4 from trade 
associations, and 1 from a state 
department of revenue. {One state 
agency submitted a copy of its 
unclaimed property reporting form but 
did not comment on the proposed IRPS.) 
Of the 24 comments, 20 opposed the 
proposal and 4 were generally 
supportive. 


Analysis of Comments 


1. Designation of State Agencies 

The overall objection to the IRPS was 
that no state should have the authority 
to examine an FCU's records. While 
some commenters objected to state 
examinations strictly as a matter of 
principle, most felt that IRPS would 
have a precedential effect that would 
lead to examinations by numerous other 
state agencies. Once one state agency 
was allowed access to FCU records, 
states would be encouraged to claim 
authority to conduct other types of 
compliance examinations and any 
argument as to NCUA's exclusive 


examination power would be weakened. 


In addition to a claim that the door 
would be open for other examinations, 
several commenters expressed concern 
that the state would engage in fishing 
expeditions and would impose 
additional operational burdens on 
FCU's, eg., FCU staff time, because 
state examiners may not be familiar 
with a credit union's operations. Other 
commenters considered the action 
contrary to the dual chartering concept 
and/or a relegation by the NCUA Board 
of its responsibility and authority. Two 
commenters recognized the authority of 
the Board to designate any person to 
examine FCU records but disagreed 
with this action for several of the above 
stated reasons. They were also of the 
view that a designation should only be 
made when there is a strong showing of 
need. 

The NCUA Board is not convinced 
that the designation of a state agency in 
this instance will establish an 
undesirable precedent. In fact, it is 
believed that by exercising its 
designation authority under the Federal 
Credit Union Act, the NCUA Board has 
strengthened its position vis-a-vis 
previous policy. In the past, NCUA did 
not object to state inspections; a 
position that could be viewed in a 
judicial forum as a recognition of state ~ 
examination authority in areas in 
addition te unclaimed property. Now, 
however, the Board has specifically 
exercised one of its statutory powers to 


, 


designate a peenen party to conduct 
an examination for a particular purpose 
in a matter in which that party has a 
particular interest. The disposition of 
unclaimed property has been i 
asa legitimate interest of the states. The 
NCUA Board is also of the opinion that 
inherent in its designation authority is 
the authority to withdraw that 
designation should, for example, a 
particular state agency abuse its 
authority in the examination process. 

The NCUA Board has no reason to 
believe that state agencies will act in 
any manner that would cause undue 
hardship for FCUs. The Board is 
confident that state inspections will not 
be used as fishing expeditions. Although 
additional FCU staff time will be 
involved, the Board is not convinced 
that it will be unreasonable or 
burdensome. State personnel have long 
been involved in inspecting the records 
of other types of institutions and 
“unfamiliarity” with PCU’s is not 
considered a persuasive argument to 
preclude state inspections. 


2. Basis for Inspection 

Two commenters were concerned that 
the proposal may be viewed as a 
preemption by NCUA of state law 
prerequisites for an inspection of 
records. Their objection was that since 
most state unclaimed property laws 
require there be a reasonable cause to 
believe that an institution has not 
complied with the unclaimed property 
law before an examination can be made, 
states may view NCUA's designation as 
preempting that state law requirement. 

This point is well taken and the Board 
had no intent to preempt such a state 
law requirement. The Board is of the 
opinion that such a requirement is 
appropriate and should relieve the 
concerns of other commenters as to 
unreasonable burden. The NCUA Board, 
therefore, has included “reasonable 
cause to believe” language in the IRPS. 
Additionally, the Board looked to the 
recent statutory amendment permitting 
state examination of national bank 
records for unclaimed property law 
compliance. Substantially identical 
language has been used in the IRPS 
including the statements that the review 
of records be at reasonable times and 
upon reasenable notice to a Federal 
credit union. 

One of the commenters also suggested 
that a probable cause standard be used 
as a basis for a state inspection, rather 
than “reason to believe”, because state 
unclaimed property laws prescribe 
criminal penalties. It is the Board's 
understanding that criminal penalties 
are imposed for willful refusal to de'iver 





abandoned property to the state, rather 
than for failure to report or deliver. The 
Board is not convinced that a “higher” 
standard should apply to FCU’s than to 
other types of institutions. 


3. Enforcement 


A large majority of commenters 
agreed that enforcement of state 
unclaimed property laws is properly a 
function of NCUA. The NCUA Board 
believes that its position on enforcement 
authority is primarily supported by § 206 
of the Federal Credit Union Act and by 
the existence of a dual system of credit 
unions. In addition, there is no 
indication that Congress, when 
amending the Federal law applicable to 
national banks, considered extending 
state examination authority to include 
enforcement authority even though such 
an issue would normally be associated 
with examining for compliance. 

The final IRPS, therefore, retains the 
NCUA Board’s statement on 
enforcement authority. If violations of 
state law occur and the matter cannot 
be resolved informally between the 
parties, the state should report such 
violations to NCUA for appropriate 
action. The imposition of fines and 
penalties under state law would fall 
within NCUA’s enforcement jurisdiction. 


4. Fees 


The proposed IRPS provided that 
FCU’s were not subject to the imposition 
of fees for a state inspection. A few 
commenters did not address this issue 
or did not specifically agree or object to 
it. Most commenters agreed with the 
position. The NCUA Board, however, 
has reconsidered the issue and believes 
that a fee may be appropriate in certain 
situations. 

State law normally provides that a fee 
to cover the cost of an inspection or 
examination will be imposed only 
where, after an inspection has been 
made, it is determined that the party 
inspected has not complied with the 
state law. The Board believes that 
where a state has reasonable cause to 
believe that an FCU has not complied 
with state law, it conducts an 
inspection, and finds violations, a fee is 
appropriate. The Board has amended the 
proposed IRPS to include such a 
provision. The Board is not, however, 
providing fee imposition authority to a 
state agency. The fee must be 
authorized under state law. 

The NCUA’s position has long been 
that FCU’s are required to comply with 
state unclaimed property laws and the 
majority of commenters agreed with that 
position. To take the position thata ~ 
state could not charge a fee for 
examination, when violations exist and 


when permitted by state law, would be 
somewhat inconsistent with NCUA’s 
compliance requirement. Being subject 
to a fee for failure to comply with the 
law provides a compliance incentive. 


5. Retroactivity and Service Charge 


Two commenters suggested that if an 
IRPS is issued, the Board should address 
two other issues; retroactivity and 
service charges for account inactivity. 

With regard to retroactivity, the 
commenters were concerned because 
some state laws may permit the 
unclaimed property administrator to 
reach back 20 years for unclaimed funds 
or there may not be any limitation on 
how far back the state may claim. This 
would raise potential safety and 
soundness issues particularly if an FCU 
had absorbed such accounts into 
income. 

The Board is not convinced that 
retroactivity presents a true problem for 
FCU’s. First, the Board is confident that 
state authorities will act reasonably in 
claiming abandoned accounts. Second, 
FCU's have been required to comply 
with such laws in the past, have been 
examined by state authorities and have 
not, to the Board’s knowledge, been 
adversely affected. Finally, as the 
enforcement authority, the Board will be 
in a position to address any true safety 
and soundness issue. 

As to service charges that result in 
absorbing accounts or portions thereof 
into income, this is a matter of contract 
between the FCU and the member. To 
the extent that such charges are either 
authorized or not prohibited by the 
Federal Credit Union Act, NCUA Rules 
and Regulations or Board policy, and are 
provided for in the contract with the 
member, it is the Board's position that 
state law prohibiting such charges 
would be preempted. 


6. Miscellaneous Comments 


Several other comments were 
submitted on the proposed IRPS. One 
commenter suggested that a 
comprehensive unclaimed property 
regulation be issued by NCUA 
preempting state law. Others suggested 
that NCUA revise its examination 
procedure to cover unclaimed property 
compliance. Another questioned 
whether any state imposed fee would be 
deducted from NCUA's operating fee. 
Additionally, one commenter suggested 
that unclaimed funds be turned over to 
NCUA and applied to the Share 
Insurance Fund. 

The Board believes that the subject of 
unclaimed property is of particular 
interest to the states, not NCUA, and 
therefore compliance examinations are 
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more appropriately a matter for state 
authorities. 

The Board does not believe it should 
attempt to issue a comprehensive 
regulation on a matter of particular state 
concern. Due to the fact that a fee would 
only be charged for a violation of state 
law, a reduction in NCUA’s operating 
fee would not be warranted. Because 
unclaimed funds remain the property of 
the member, even after delivery to the 
state, under the Uniform Act, the Board 
does not believe absorption of accounts 
by the Insurance Fund is a feasible 
alternative. 

Finally, one commenter requested 
relief from the expenses of advertising 
the existence of unclaimed accounts, 
particularly those accounts of nominal 
value. For the most part, state law 
permits a holder of unclaimed property 
to turn it over to the state prior to the 
minimum period requirement for 
abandonment and relieves the holder of 
any further liability. It is suggested that 
FCU’s exercise that option, if they find 
such accounts are increasing their 
expenses. 

The NCUA Board, therefore, adopts 
the following statement as a Final 
Interpretive Ruling and Policy 
Statement. 


Final Interpretive Ruling and Policy 
Statement (IRPS) 82-4 


It has been the position of the 
National Credit Union Administration 
that Federal credit unions are required 
to comply with state unclaimed property 
laws. Recognizing that states have an 
interest in assuring compliance with 
these laws, it is the NCUA Board's 
position that limited access to Federal 
credit union records by appropriate 
state authorities for this purpose is both 
reasonable and proper. 

Section 106 of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1756) provides that 
the books and records of each Federal 
credit union are subject to examination 
by, and accessible to, any person 
designated by the National Credit Union 
Administration Board (NCUA Board). 
Pursuant to this authority, those state 
agencies, authorized under state law to 
conduct inspections pursuant to the 
Uniform Disposition of Unclaimed 
Property Act or similar abandoned 
property law, are designated by the 
NCUA Board to conduct inspections of 
Federal credit union records for the sole 
purpose of determining compliance with 
state unclaimed property laws. 

The state authorities so designated 
may, at reasonable times and upon 
reasonable notice to a Federal credit 
union, review a Federal credit union's 
records solely to ensure compliance 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations § 53327 


with applicable state unclaimed 
property laws upon a reasonable cause 
to believe that the Federal credit union 
has failed to comply with such laws. 

The NCUA Board does, however, 
maintain its position that it has 
exclusive enforcement jurisdiction over 
Federal credit unions. Therefore, any 
violations of unclaimed property laws 
should be reported to the appropriate 
NCUA regional office. 

A reasonable fee may be assessed to 
cover the cost of the inspection only if a 
Federal credit union has been found to 
be in violation of the law and such fee is 
authorized under state law. 

By the National Credit Union 
Administration Board, November 18, 1982. 
Rosemary Brady, 

Secretary, National Credit Union 
Administration Board. 
November 28, 1982. 

BILLING CODE 7535-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Comptroller of the Currency 

12 CFR Part 7 

[Docket No. 82-23] 

Banks Remaining Closed 


AGENCY: Comptroller of the Currency, 
Treasury. 
ACTION: Removal of final rule. 


SUMMARY: Section 407 of the Garn-St 


Germain Depository Institutions Act of 
1982, Pub. L. No. 97-320 (October 15, 
1982), amends 12 U.S.C. 95(b)(1) which 
addresses the applicability of state 
banking holidays to national banks. As 
a result of that amendment, Interpretive 
Ruling 7.7435, 12 CFR 7.7435, has been 
superseded. Accordingly, the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency 
(“Office”) is removing 12 CFR 7.7435. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Brenda Curry, Attorney, Legal Advisory 
Services Division, Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 20219, (202) 447-1880. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Office has determined hat this action 
does not constitute a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291. Rescission of the 
interpretive ruling will merely eliminate 
confusion and will neither increase 
national bank costs or prices nor have 
any adverse competitive effect. 
Therefore, a Regulatory Impact Analysis 
will not be prepared. The Regulatory 
Flexibility Act also does not apply to 


this action, since the Office is 
dispensing with notice and comment 


procedures as impracticable and 
contrary to the public interest. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 7 
Legal bank holidays. 

Adoption of Amendment 

PART 7—{AMENDED] 


§ 7.7435 [Removed] 
In 12 CFR Part 7, § 7.7435 is removed. 


Dated: November 9, 1982. 
C. T. Conover, 
Comptroller of the Currency. 
[FR Doc. 82-32361 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-23-M 


NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 


12 CFR Part 708 


Mergers of Credit Unions 


AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration. 
ACTiOm: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule amends Part 708 to 
clarify that the rules and regulations on 
mergers of credit unions do not restrict 
the authority of the NCUA Board to 
authorize emergency mergers under the 
authority of section 205 of the Federal 
Credit Union Act as-amended by the 
Garn-St Germain Depository Institutions 
Act of 1982. 
DATES: Effective Date: November 25, 
1982. 
ADDRESS: National Credit Union 
Administration, 1776 G Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20456. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James J. Engel, Assistant General 
Counsel, Department of Legal Services, 
at the above address. Telephone: (202) 
357-1030. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
131 of the Garn-St Germain Depository 
Institutions Act of 1982 amends section 
205 of the Federal Credit Union Act to 
authorize the NCUA Board to, among 
other things, approve a merger of an 
insured credit union thet is insolvent, or | 
in danger of insolvency, with any other 
insured credit union without regard to 
other Federal.er state laws. Such action 
may be taken when the Board 
determines that an emergency requiring 
expeditious action exists, other 
reasonable alternatives do not exist, 
and the merger would best serve the 
public interest. 

Part 708 of the National Credit Union 


Administration Rules and Regulations - 
sets forth the procedures and 
requirements for mergers of credit 
unions. Due to the fact that certain of 
these provisions would not be 
applicable to mergers authorized under 
the Garn-St Germain amendment, the 
NCUA Board has determined that Part 
708 should be amended. This 
amendment clarifies that the provisions 
of Part 708 do not restrict the authority 
of the NCUA Board to approve mergers 
pursuant to the Garn-St Germain 
amendment. 
Regulatory Procedures 

The NCUA Board certifies that the 
final rale will not have a significant 
economic impact on any small federally- 
insured credit unions. The final rule 
merely clarifies statutory authority. 
Therefore, a regulatory flexibility 
analysis is not required, 5 U.S.C. 605(b). 

The NCUA Board has determined that 
notice and public comment on this rule 
are unnecessary and not in the public 
interest. 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B). In addition, 
the NCUA Board finds that a 30 day 
delayed effective date is unnecessary. 
The statutory authority became effective 
October 15, 1982, and the final rule 
reflects that authority. 5 U.S.C. 553{d). 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 708 


Credit unions. 

Accordingly, the NCUA Board hereby 
amends Part 708 of the NCUA Rules and 
Regulations as set forth below. 

Rosemary Brady, 

Secretary of the Board. 

November 18, 21982. 

(12 U.SuC. 1758fh)), Sec. 120, 73 Stat. 635 {12 
U.S.C. 1786) and Sec. 209, 84 Stat. 1204 (12 
U.S.C. 1789) 


PART 708—[AMENDED] 


1. Part 708 is amended, by designating 


| the present paragraph of § 708.0 as 


paragraph {a) and by adding at the end 
thereof a new paragraph (b) to read as 
follows: 


§ 708.0 [Amended] 


* * * * * 


(b) Nothing in this Part shall operate 
as a restriction or otherwise impair the 
authority of the Board to approve a 
merger pursuant to the provisions of 
Section 205(h) of the Act. 

[FR Doc. 82-32375 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7535-01-44 
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12 CFR Part 747 


Administrative Actions, Adjudicative 
Hearings, and Rules of Practice and 
Procedure 


AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The National Credit Union 


Administration is issuing a final rule to 
conform the provisions of Part 747 with 
certain of the amendments contained in 
the Garn-St Germain Depository 
Institutions Act of 1982. These 
amendments permit the NCUA Board to 
compromise, modify, or remit civil 
money penalties. They also authorize 
the NCUA Board to remove a credit 
union management official from office 
for a violation of the Depository 
Institution Management Interlocks Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
ADDRESS: National Credit Union 
Administration, 1776 G Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20456. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James J. Engel, Assistant General 
Counsel, Department of Legal Services, 
at the above address. Telephone (202) 
357-1030. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 


Garn-St Germain Depository Institutions 
Act of 1982 (the “1982 Act”), enacted on — 


October 15, 1982, made certain changes 
to section 206 of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (the Act), 12 U.S.C. 1786, 
governing the enforcement authority of 
the National Credit Union 
Administration (NCUA Board or Board). 
Certain of these statutory amendments 
require the Board to make conforming 
amendments to Part 747 of its Rules and 
Regulations. That part describes the 
various administrative adjudicative 
actions available to the Board, the 
grounds for those actions, and the 
procedures followed. 

First, the civil money penalty 
provisions of the Act have been 
amended to provide the Board with 
express authority to compromise, 
modify or remit any civil money penalty 
that is subject to imposition or has been 
imposed under section 206(k), as 
redesignated. An appropriate 
amendment has been made to § 747.402 
of the regulation. 

Second, the Board has been given the 
authority to remove from office any 
director, officer, or committee member 
of an insured credit union for violating 
the Depository Institution Management 
Interlocks Act. Unlike other removal 
actions, the Board is not required to 
make the determination that the 
official’s conduct has or will be 


detrimental to the credit union or its 
members, or that the violation is one 
involving personal dishonesty or 
unfitness. A new subsection (d) has 
been added to § 747.502 to set forth this 
ground for removal. 

The remaining amendments to Part 
747 are technical in nature and are due 
to the redesignation of various 
provisions in the Act. 


Regulatory Procedures 


The NCUA Board certifies that the 
final rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on any small federally- 
insured credit unions. The final rule 
contains conforming amendments, 
reflecting statutory changes to the 
Federal Credit Union Act, and does not 
constitute substantive rulemaking by the 
NCUA Board. Therefore, a regulatory 
flexibility analysis is not required. 5 
U.S.C. 605(b). 

The NCUA Board has determined that 
notices and public comments on this 
rule are unnecessary and not in the 
public interest. 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B). In 
addition, the Board finds that a 30 day 
delayed effective date is unnecessary. 
The statutory amendments reflected in 
the rule became effective on October 15, 
1982. 5 U.S.C. 553{d). 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 747 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Credit unions, Penalties. 
Accordingly, the NCUA Board hereby 
amends Part 747 of the NCUA Rules and 
Regulations as set forth below. 
Rosemary Brady, 
Secretary of the Board. 
November 18, 1982. 
(Sec. 206, 92 Stat. 3652 (12 U.S.C. 1786) and 
Sec. 209, 84 Stat. 1104 (12 U.S.C. 1789)) 


§ 747.101 [Amended] 


1. Section 747.101 is amended by 
removing “206(j)(2)” in paragraph (a)(3) 
and inserting in lieu thereof “206(k)(2)”, 
and by removing “206(h) in paragraph 
(b) and inserting in lieu thereof “206(i)”. 


§ 747.401 [Amended] 


2. Section 747.401 is amended by 
removing “206(j)(2)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof “206(k)}(2)”. 

3. Section 747.402 is amended by 
adding a new sentence at the end of 
paragraph (b) to read as follows: 


§ 747.402 [Amended] 


* * * * * 


The Board may, in its discretion, 
compromise, modify, or remit any civil 
money penalty that is subject to 
imposition or has been imposed. 
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§ 747.501 [Amended] 

4. Section 747.501 is amended by 
removing “206(h)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “206(i)”. 

5. Section 747.502 is amended by 
adding a new paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 


§ 747.502 [Amended] 
* * * . * 

(d) The Board may remove any 
director, officer, or committee member 
of an insured credit union upon its 
finding that such a party has committed 
any violation of the Depository 
Institution Management Interlocks Act 
(12 U.S.C. 3201 et seq.) or regulations 
issued thereunder, including Part 711 of 
this chapter. 


§ 747.505 [Amended] 

6. Section 747.505 is amended by 
removing “206(g)(5)” in paragraph (b) 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘206(g)(6)”, 
and by removing “206(g)(3)” in 
paragraph (c) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “206(g)(4)”. 


§ 747.601 [Amended] % 

7. Section 747.601 is amended by 
removing “206(h)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “206(i)”. 


§ 747.605 [Amended] 

8. Section 747.605 is amended by 
removing “206(h)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “206(i)”. 

[FR Doc. 82-32374 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7535-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 71 

[Airspace Docket No. 82-AWA-20] 


Alteration of Group II Terminal Control 
Area, Las Vegas, NV 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Correction to final rule. 


SUMMARY: An error was noted in the 
final rule amending the Las Vegas, NV, 
Terminal Control Area (TCA) as it 
describes area “G” published in the 
Federal Register on July 12, 1982. This 
action corrects that error. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert Maxey, Airspace Regulations 
and Obstructions Branch (ATT-230), 
Airspace and Air Traffic Rules Division, 
Air Traffic Service, Federal Aviation 
Administration, 800 Independence 
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Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20591; 
telephone: (202) 426-8783. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


History 


Federal Register Document 82-18549 
was published on July 12, 1982, (47 FR 
30052) which reconfigured the Las 
Vegas, NV, Group II TCA to provide 
greater flexibility to aircraft wishing to 
avoid the TCA and ensure that turbine- 
powered aircraft operations are wholly 
contained within TCA airspace. Errors 
were noticed in the final rule describing 
“Area G” and this action corrects those 
errors. 


List of Subjects 
14 CFR Part 71 

Terminal control areas. 
Adoption of the Correction 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, Federal Register 
Document 82-18549 as published in the 
Federal Register on July 12, 1982, is 
corrected as follows: 


Las Vegas, NV, Terminal Control Area 
[Corrected] 

Area G. That airspace extending upward 
from 5,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000 
feet MSL within an area bounded by a line 
beginning at the 10-mile DME point on the 
Las Vegas 115° radial; thence clockwise along 
the 10-mile radius arc to, and south along, the 
Las Vegas 185° radial to, and clockwise 
along, the 15-mile radius arc to, and 
northeasterly along, the Las Vegas 235° radial 
to, and clockwise along, the 10-mile radius 
arc to, and easterly along, the Las Vegas 295° 
radial to, and counterclockwise along, the 8- 
mile radius arc, to, and northerly along, the 
Las Vegas 180° radial to lat. 36°00'04” N., 
long. 115°09'32” W., and clockwise along, the 
2-mile radius arc to Sky Harbor Airport to, 
and easterly along, a line direct to the point 
of beginning. 

(Secs. 307(a) and 313(a), Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348(a) and 1354(a)); Sec. 
6(c), Department of Transportation Act (49 
U.S.C. 1655(c)); and 14 CFR 11.69) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
regulation only involves an established body 
of technical regulations for which frequent 
and routine amendments are necessary to 
keep them operationally current. It, 
therefore—(1) is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034; 
February 26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the 
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is 
a routine matter that will only affect air 
traffic procedures and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the criteria of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
15, 1982. 
R. J. Vanvuren, 
Director, Air Traffic Service. 
{FR Doc. 82-32122 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 71 
[Airspace Docket No. 82-ASW-63] 


Transition Areas; Designation; 
Caldwell, Tex. 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment will 
designate a transition area at Caldwell, 
Tex. The intended effect of the 
amendment is to provide controlled 
airspace for aircraft executing a new 
instrument approach procedure to the 
Caldwell Airport. This amendment is 
necessary to provide protection for 
aircraft executing a standard instrument 
approach procedure (SIAP) using the 
College Station VORTAC. Coincident 
with this action, the airport is changed 
from visual flight rules (VFR) to 
instrument flight rules (IFR). 

bates: Effective Date: February 17, 
1983. : 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth L. Stephenson, Airspace and 
Procedures Branch (ASW-535), Air 
Traffic Division, Southwest Region, 
Federal Aviation Administration, P.O. 
Box 1689, Fort Worth, TX 76101, 
telephone (817) 624-4911, extension 302. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
History 

On September 23, 1982, a notice of 
proposed rulemaking was published in 
the Federal Register (47 FR 41986) 
stating that the Federal Aviation 
Administration proposed to-designate 
the Caldwell, TX, transition area. 
Interested persons were invited to 
participate in this rulemaking 
proceeding by submitting written 
comments on the proposal to the Federal 
Aviation Administration. Comments 
were received without objections. 
Except for editorial changes, this 
amendment is that proposed in the 
notice. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71 
Control zones and/or transition areas. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, by the Administrator, 
Subpart G of Part 71, § 71.181 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 
Part 71) as republished in Advisory 


Circular AC 70-3 dated January 29, 1982, 
is amended, effective 0901 GMT, 
February 17, 1983, as follows: 


Caldwell, TX New 

That airspace extending upward from 700 
feet above the surface within a 5-mile radius 
of the Caldwell Municipal Airport (latitude 
30°31'12” N., longitude 96°42’13” W.). 

(Sec. 307(a), Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as 
amended (49 U.S.C. 1348{a)); sec. 6{c), 
Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 
1655{c)); and 14 CFR 11.61(c).) 

Note.—The FAA has determined that this 
regulation only involves an established body 
of technical regulations for which frequent 
and routine amendments are necessary to 
keep them operationally current. It, 
therefore—({1) is not a “major rule” under 
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a 
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory 
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 1103; February 
26, 1979); (3) does not warrant preparation of 
a regulatory evaluation as the anticipated 
impact is so minimal; and (4) it is certified 
that the rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial number of 
small entities as the anticipated impact is 
minimal. 

Issued in Fort Worth, Tex., on November 
12, 1982. 

F. E. Whitfield, 

Acting Director, Southwest Region. 
[FR Doc. 82-32045 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
16 CFR Part 13 
[Docket C-2162] 


H & R Block, Inc.; Prohibited Trade 
Practices, and Affirmative Corrective 
Actions 


AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Modifying Order. 


SUMMARY: This order reopens the 
proceeding and modifies Paragraphs 5 
and 6 of the Commission's order issued 
on March 1, 1972 (37 FR 6663), by 
substituting a new paragraph 5, so as to 
make the order's provisions consistent 
with federal tax laws. Section 7216 of 
the Internal Revenue Code provides a 
comprehensive scheme for regulating 
the use by tax preparers of information 
obtained from customers, and the 
Commission believes that this scheme is 
adequate to prevent the misuse of 
confidential information by petitioner in 
the future. 

DATES: Consent Order issued March 1, 
1972. Modifying Order issued Nov. 2, 
1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
FTC/PC, Lewis Franke, Washington, 
D.C. 20580, (202) 376-2891. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the 
Matter of H & R Block, Inc., a 
corporation. Codification appearing at 
37 FR 6663 remains unchanged. 


List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 13 
Tax return preparation service. 


(Sec. 6, 38 Stat. 721; 15 U.S.C. 46. Interprets or 
applies sec. 5, 38 Stat. 719, as amended; 15 
U.S.C. 45) 

Commissioners: James C. Miller Il, 
Chairman, David A. Clanton, Michael 
Pertschuk, Patricia P. Bailey. 

In the matter of H & R Block, Inc., a 
corporation, Docket No. C-2162. 


Order Reopening the and 
Granting Request To Modify Order 

On January 22, 1982, H & R Block Inc., the 
petitioner, filed a Request to Reopen 
Proceedings under Section 2.51 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice. Block sought 
to set aside paragraphs 5 and 6 of a March 1, 
1972, order against the company. On June 8, 
1982, Block filed a Supplement to 
Modification of Request to Reopen 
Proceedings, seeking modification of the 
Order paragraphs instead of their 
elimination. The Order paragraphs prohibit 
Block from using information obtained from a 
customer for any purpose other than the 
preparation of tax returns unless, prior to 
obtaining any information from the customer, 
Block obtains the customer's written consent. 
The consent form used must disclose: (1) The 
exact information to be used, (2) the 
particular use to be made of such 
information, (3) and a description of the 
parties or entities to whom the informatiion 
may be made available. 

The petitioner contends that enactment of 
Section 7216 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26 
U.S.C. 7216, on December 10, 1971, effective 
January 1, 1972, and adoption by the Internal 
Revenue Service of regulations 301.7216-1 
through 301.7216-3 on March 24, 1974, 
constitute a change of the law warranting 
reopening the proceeding and modifying 
paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Commission's 
Order. Regulation 301.7216-3 reads in 
pertinent parts: 

Disclosure or use only with formal consent 
of taxpayer.—{a) Written consent to use or 
disclosure—{1) Solicitation of other business. 
(i) If a tax return preparer has obtained from 
the taxpayer a consent described in 
paragraph (b) of this section, he may use the 
tax return information of such taxpayer to 
solicit from the taxpayer any additional 
current business, in matters not related to the 
Internal Revenue Service, which the tax 
return preparer provides and offers to the 
public. The request for such consent may not 
be made later than the time the taxpayer 
receives his completed tax return from the 
tax return preparer. If the request is not 
granted, no follow up request may be made. 
This authorization to use tax return 
information of the taxpayer does not apply, 
however, for purposes of facilitating the 
solicitation of the taxpayer's use of any 
services or facilities furnished by a person 
other than the tax return preparer, unless 
such other person and the tax return preparer 
are members of the same affiliated group 


within the meaning of section 1504. Thus, for 
example, the authorization would not apply if 
the person is a corporation which is owned or 
controlled directly or indirectly by the same 
interests which own or control the tax return 
preparer but which is not affiliated with the 
tax return preparer within the meaning of 
section 1504{a). Moreover, this authorization 
does not apply for purposes of facilitating the 
solicitation of additional business to be 
furnished at some indefinite time in the 
future, as, for example, the future sale of 
mutual fund shares or life insurance, or the 
furnishing of future credit card services. It is 
not necessary, however, that the additional 
business be furnished in the same locality in 
which the tax return information is furnished. 


* * * * * 


(2) Permissible disclosures to third parties. 
If a tax return preparer has obtained from a 
taxpayer a consent described in paragraph 
(b) of this section, he may disclose the tax 
return information of such taxpayer to such 
third persons as the taxpayer may direct. 
However, see § 301.7216-2 for certain 
permissible disclosures without formal 
written consent. 

* * * * * 


(b) Form of consent. A separate written 
consent, signed by the taxpayer or his duly 
authorized agent or fiduciary, must be 
obtained for each separate use or disclosure 
authorized in paragraph (a) (1), (2), or (3) of 
this section and shall contain— 

(1) The name of the tax return preparer, 

(2) The name of the taxpayer, 

(3). The purpose for which the consent is 
being furnished, 

(4) The date on which such consent is 
signed, 

(5) A statement that the tax return 
information may not be disclosed or used by 
the tax return preparer for any purpose (not 
otherwise permitted under § 301.7216-2) other 


_ than that stated in the consent, and 


(6) A statement by the taxpayer, or his 
agent or fiduciary, that he consents to the 
disclosure or use of such information for the 
purpose described in paragraph (b)(3) of this 
section. 

The Commission has considered these 
developments and concluded that the 
public interest warrants its reopening 
the proceeding and modifying the order 
substantially 4s requested by petitioner. 
Section 7216 of the Code and the 
regulations promulgated thereunder 
constitute a comprehensive scheme for 
regulating the use by tax preparers of 
information obtained from customers. 
The Commission believes that this 
scheme is adequate to prevent the 
misuse of confidential information by 
petitioner in the future. The additional 
requirements of the Commission's 
Order, which mandate more disclosures 
and require that consent be obtained 
earlier from the customer, are not 
inconsistent with the regulatory scheme. 
However, they do impose an additional 
burden on respondent that the 
Commission has concluded is 
unnecessary. Accordingly, 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 


It Is Ordered that paragraphs 5 and 6 
of the Order be modified by the 
substitution of the following new 
paragraph: 

5. Using or disclosing any information 
concerning any customer of respondent, 
including the name and address of the 
customer, obtained as a result of the 
preparation of the customer's tax return, for 
any purpose which is not essential or 
necessary to the preparation of said tax 
return, except as specifically authorized by 
Section 7216 of the Internal Revenue Code 
and the regulations promulgated thereunder 
or by future amendments thereto. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Issued: November 2, 1982. 

Carol M. Thomas, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32463 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


17 CFR Part 211 


[Release Nos. 33-6436; 34-19257; 35-22716; 
IC-12826; FR-6] 


Interpretive Release About Disclosure 
Considerations Relating to Foreign 
Operations and Foreign Currency 
Transiation Effects 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 


ACTION: Interpretation. 


‘ summary: In this release the 


Commission suggests that information 
as to the nature of a registrant's foreign 
operations gained as a result of 
implementing a new accounting 
standard for foreign currency translation 
issued by the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board (“FASB”) could, in 
many cases, be used to develop 
improved disclosures relating to foreign 
operations and foreign currency 
translation effects. Therefore, the 
Commission encourages voluntary 
experimentation with meaningful 
disclosures in this regard. The release 
also addresses disclosure 
considerations related to the new 
standard’s transition provisions. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert K. Herdman (202-272-2141) or 
Edmund Coulson (202-272-2130), Office 
of the Chief Accountant, or Howard P. 
Hodges (202-272-2553), Division of 
Corporation Finance, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, 450 5th Street, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20549. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background and Discussion 

As a result of considerable 
controversy and criticism related to its 
Statement of Financial Accounting 
Standards (“SFAS”) No. 8, “Accounting 
for the Translation of Foreign Currency 
Transactions and Foreign Currency 
Financial Statements,” the FASB, in 
January 1979, added a project to its 
agenda to reconsider accounting for 
foreign currency translation. That 
project turned out to be the most 
complex and controversial issue faced 
by the FASB to date. In December 1981, 
after almost three years of extensive 
proceedings, the FASB issued SFAS No. 
52, “Foreign Currency Translation,” 
which replaces SFAS No. 8. The new 
standard is effective for fiscal years 
beginning on or after December 15, 1982, 
although earlier application is 
encouraged. In fact, many companies 
adopted the standard for their 1981 
financial statements and many more are 
expected to do so in 1982. 

SFAS No. 52 embraces a methodology 
different from that of the previous 
standard and may significantly impact 
multinational corporations. SFAS No. 52 
is also significant in that it represents a 
very broad, rather then a prescriptive, 
standard. It sets forth objectives and 
provides guidelines to be used by 
managements in meeting those 
objectives. The standard is designed to 
(1) provide information that is generally 
compatible with the expected economic 
effects of a rate change on an 
enterprise’s cash flows and equity and 
(2) reflect in consolidated statements the 
financial results and relationships as 
measured in the primary currencies in 
which the individual entities conduct 
their businesses (i.e., the “functional 
currencies”).! 

_ The standard requires the exercise of 
management judgment in assessing the 
facts and circumstances of particular 
situations and applying the guidelines to 
those facts and circumstances. The 
principal determination involves the 
selection of the appropriate functional 
currency for each of a company’s foreign 
operations.” The functional currency 


‘An entity's functional currency is the currency of 
the primary economic environment in which the 
entity operates; normally that is the currency in 
which an entity primarily generates and expends 
cash. (Para. 5, SFAS 52) 

*This determination can have a significant impact 
on reported financial results. The functional 
currency approach which SFAS No. 52 imposes 
differentiates between those operations that are 
relatively self-contained and integrated within a 
foreign country and those that are an exension of 
the parent's domestic operations. It concludes that 
“translation adjustments” (which result from 
consolidating the former) are related to the parent 
company's net investment in those operations and 
have no immediate, direct impact on the parent's 


guidelines provided by the standard 
address indicators of the foreign 
operations’ cash flows, sales prices and 
markets, expenses, financing, and 
intercompany transactions and 
arrangements. While application of 
these guidelines may result in a 
relatively clear determination in many 
cases, others will be more difficult. In 
such cases, the FASB stated that the 
economic facts and circumstances 
pertaining to’a particular foreign 
operation shall be assessed in relation 
to the FASB’s stated objectives for 
foreign currency translation. 

Although a broad standard of this 
type carries with it the risk of 
decreasing the comparability of 
reporting financial information, it is 
clear that there may be significant 
differences in the nature of foreign 
operations both within a particular 
company and among companies, even 
those within the same industry.* The 
new standard gives managements the 
necessary flexibility to appropriately 
match reported accounting results with 
economic facts and circumstances. 
Ultimately, however, the success of 
SFAS No. 52 (and the usefulness of the 
concept of broad standards of financial 
reporting in general) depends on the 
confidence of the investment community 
in its application which in turn is 
heavily dependent on the quality of 
related disclosures. 

SFAS No. 52 requires disclosure of the 
aggregate transaction gain or loss 
included in determining net income and 
an analysis of the changes during the 
period in the separate component of 
equity for cumulative translation 
adjustments. SFAS No. 52 also states 
that it may be necessary to disclose 
significant rate changes occurring after 
the date of the enterprise's financial 
statements or after the date of the 
foreign currency statements of a foreign 
entity (if different), and their effect on 
unsettled balances pertaining to foreign 
currency transactions. In addition, the 
FASB encouraged management to 
supplement the disclosures required by 


cash flows. Therefore, those adjustments are not 
included in determining net income for the period 
but are presented as part of consolidated 
stockholders’ equity until the parent's investment in 
that operation is sold or liquidated. “Transaction - 
gains and losses” (which result from the 
consolidation of all other foreign operations, as well 
as most other foreign currency transactions) are 
accounted for and reported in net income, as was 
the case under SFAS No. 8. 

* Because of the nature of the standard and the 
complexity of the issues involved, the FASB has 
formed an implementation group to advise its staff 
of possible implementation problems. The 
Commission believes that it is important to identify 
and deal with implementation problems by 
providing timely guidance where necessary or 
appropriate. 
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SFAS No. 52 with an analysis and 
discussion of the effects of rate changes 
on the reported results of operations. 
The FASB stated that the purpose of 
such supplemental disclosures is to 
assist financial report users in 
understanding the broader economic 
implications of rate changes and to 
compare recent results with those of 
prior periods.* The FASB considered 
requiring disclosure that would describe 
and possibly quantify the effects of rate 
changes on reported revenues and 
earnings, but decided not to, primarily 
because of the wide variety of potential 
effects, the perceived difficulties of 
developing the information, and the 
impracticality of providing meaningful 
guidelines.® 


1. Disclosure Considerations 


In a review of a sample of annual 
reports of registrants who adopted SFAS 
No. 52 for their 1981 financial 
statements, the Commission's staff 
observed compliance with the specific 
disclosure requirements as well as 
certain voluntary supplemental 
disclosures of the type encouraged by 
the Board.* While SFAS No. 52 does not 
require disclosure as to a company’s 
functional currencies or the extent to 
which foreign operations are measured 
in a currency other than the reporting 
currency, most companies disclosed 
(either explicitly or by implication) that 
either “all” or “most” of their foreign 
operations were measured in the local 
currency. Frequently, it was disclosed 
that exceptions were made for 
operations in high inflation countries (in 
some cases specific countries were 
named). A significant number of 
companies, however, only stated that 
“certain” operations were measured in a 
local currency or provided no disclosure 
as to the extent of foreign operations so 
measured. Some companies disclosed 
that the related translation adjustments 


‘Paragraph 144, SFAS No. 52. 

5Tbid. 

®In 1961, the dollar significantly strengthened 
against many major foreign currencies and thus 
frequently had a depressing effect on reported sales 
and operations. Many companies in the staff's 
sample referred to the effect of the strong dollar. A 
significant number quantified the effect on sales; 
some also provided a quantification of the effect on 
operating results. A few companies discussed their 
foreign operating results as reflected in the local 
currency, with the effects of translation noted. 
Other disclosures included the effects of exchange 
rate changes on backlog, interest expense, wages, 
cost of raw material purchased from the parent, 
transactions between subsidiaries, inventory levels, 
debt to equity ratio, working capital, effective tax 
rate, and cost of sales. The Commission encourages 
continuing experimentation by individual 
registrants in an effort to achieve meaningful 
disclosures in this area. 





did not impact cash flow or were 
unrealized. 

The Commission believes that 
information as to the nature of a 
registrant's foreign operations gained as 
a result of implementing SFAS No. 52 7 
could be used to develop improved 
disclosures relating to foreign operations 
and foreign currency translation effects, 
including information as to functional 
currencies. Such disclosures could 
provide meaningful information to 
investors and others who are attempting 
to understand the impact of a 
registrant's foreign operations on the 
financial statements. Segment 
disclosures provide information about 
the nature and extent of a company’s 
foreign operations, but the standards 
inherent in SFAS No. 52 are premised on 
the fact that there may be significant 
differences in economic substance 
among various foreign operations—i.e., 
different exposure to exchange rate risk 
and different impact on cash flow, with 
resulting different accounting treatment. 
The Commission recognizes that this is 
a complex area and, thus, is not 
specifying the location * or nature of the 
particular disclosures to be made. 
Indeed, information such as a display of 
net investments by major functional 
currency or an analysis of the 
translation component of equity (either 
by significant functional currency or by 
geographical areas used for segment 
disclosure purposes) will not always be 
practicable. Nevertheless, the 
Commission encourages 
experimentation with narrative 
information, such as disclosure about 
the functional currencies used to 
measure significant foreign operations 
or the degree of exposure to exchange 
rate risks (which exists for all 
companies engaged in foreign 
operations, regardless of their functional 
currencies), in order to enable investors 


7 Successful implementation of SFAS No. 52 
requires a fundamental evaluation of the nature of 
each of a company’s fureign operations. Often, this 
will require input from management personnel 
involved in various activities within the company. 
Also, investment objectives with respect to 
individual foreign operations will need to be 
reevaluated (e.g., amounts of intercompany 
accounts considered to be “permanent” advances). 

*The management's discussion and analysis 
section may be used for these additional 
disclosures. The Commission's requirements for 
Management's Discussion and Analysis of Financial 
Condition and Results of Operations in Item 303 of 
Regulation S-K (17 CFR Part 229) are designed to 
elicit information to an uni 


y 
evaluation of the amounts and certainty of cash 
flows from operations and a registrant's ability to 
generate adequate amounts of cash to meet its 
needs for cash (liquidity) as well as an assessment 
of the impact of events that have had, or may have, 
a material effect on trends of operating results. 


to assess the impact of exchange rate 
changes on the reporting entity.° 

There follows a discussion of two 
specific situations which registrants 
may wish to explain to investors. When 
a registrant determines that the financial 
data of significant foreign operations 
should be measured in other than the 
reporting currency, there may be an 
indication that all or some of those 
operations’ cash flows are generally not 
available to meet the company’s other 
short-term needs for cash. Thus, it may 
be appropriate that such a registrant 
discuss those operations in a 
disaggregated manner in order to 
meaningfully address liquidity and 
capital resource considerations. PA 
discussion of the company’s 
intracompany financing practices may 
also be meaningful in this regard. Of 
course, if those foreign cat flows are 
generally available to meet the parent's 
cash needs and the local functional 
currency determinations result from a 
preponderance of the other evaluative 
factors specified by SFAS No. 52, 
discussion of that fact would facilitate 
understanding of the registrant's 
operations. 

Another example relates to significant 
foreign operations in highly inflationary 
economies. In SFAS No. 52, the FASB 
adopted a pragmatic solution to the 
problems resulting from the lack of a 
stable measuring unit (i.e, those 
operations’ financial data must be 
measured in the reporting currency). As 
a result, the translation effects of rate 
changes are included in net income even 
through the operations may be relatively 
self-contained or have other 
environmental characteristics such that 
remittances to the parent are unlikely." 
In such cases, discussion only of 
consolidated, or even reporting 
currency, liquidity and capital resources 
may not be sufficient. 


* The Ccmmission also believes that a discussion 
as to the nature of the translation component of 
equity may assist investors in understanding the 
reported financial condition. This may be 
particularly important due to the fact that the 
Commission's staff has been advised that some 
analysts and others may be arbitrarily adjusting 
reported earnings for the translation adjustments. 
Mi disclosure about a company’s foreign 
operations may help to overcome this tendency. 

Item 303(a) of Regulation S-K states in part that 
“where in the registrant's judgment a discussion of 
segment information or of other subdivisions of the 
registrant's business would be appropriate to an 
understanding of such business, the discussion shall 
focus on each relevant reportable segment or other 
subdivision of the business and on the registrant as 


a ¥ 

" Similarly, the functional currency for foreign 
operations which are experiencing financial 
difficulties such that additional capital investments 
may be necessary may also be determined to be the 
reporting currency. 
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2. Disclosures During the Transition 
Period 


Adoption of SFAS No. 52 is 
mandatory for fiscal years beginning on 
or after December 15, 1982, with earlier 
application encouraged. The financial 
statements for prior years may be 
restated to conform to the new standard 
and, if not restated, companies may 
present disclosure of earnings data for 
the prior year computed on a pro forma 
basis. Companies that adopted the 
standard for fiscal years ending on or 
before March 31, 1982 were required to 
disclose the effect of adopting the new 
standard on earnings data for the year 
of the change in order to provide 
comparability with companies still using 
SFAS No. 8; that disclosure is not 
required for fiscal years ending after 
that date. 

The Board determined that the 
extended mandatory effective date was 
appropriate to provide sufficient time for 
companies to make any desired changes 
in financial policies that might be 
prompted by the new standard and to 
prepare internally for the 
implementation of the standard. The 
Board did not require restatement 
because it recognized that the 
accounting exposure determined in 
accordance with SFAS No. 8 had been 
hedged by the management of some 
companies and that different 
management actions might have been 
taken if SFAS No. 8 had not been in 
effect. Finally, the Board did not extend 
the requirement to disclose the effect of 
adopting the standard to years ending 
after March 31, 1982 because it believed 
that many companies will have 
terminated some or all hedges of the 
SFAS No. 8 accounting exposure, 
thereby making any meaningful 
determination of the effect virtually 
impossible. In addition, the Board 
believed that the cost of requiring two 
systems of translation beyond early 1982 
was not justified. 

The Commission understands the 
rationale for the transition provisions 
outlined above. Nonetheless, the 
Commission is concerned about the 
adequacy of disclosure about the effects 
of accounting changes. Financial 


12In several of the annual reports included in the 
staff's sample, a substantial portion of record (or 
otherwise increased) earnings was attributable to 
ee eee 


comqnahiy and dntueiuaeesquettiaigte tiem 
disclosures. 
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statement users have a natural tendency 
to assume that accounting results are 
prepared using a consistent 
methodology throughout the reporting 
period ana from year to year. Indeed, 
users have a right to make that 
assumption and the trends in reported 
financial results are a particularly useful 
indicator of a company’s progress. 
Where accounting results and the trends 
therein are materially impacted by 
accounting changes, it is incumbent 
upon the registrant to clearly bring this 
fact to the attention of users, together 
with such other information which may 
be necessary to enable investors to 
adequately assess reported results.’ 

For those registrants that adopt SFAS 
No. 52 in 1982 or thereafter, the 
Commission believes that, where 
appropriate, useful information as to 
comparability can be best provided by 
restating prior years’ financial 
statements (or making appropriate pro 
forma disclosures) and by disclosing the 
effect of the change on results of 
operations for the current year. 
However, the Commission understands 
that, for the reasons considered by the 
FASB in adopting the transition 
provisions included in SFAS No. 52, 
presentation of such information may 
not always be meaningful (or 
computation thereof may not be 
practicable). In such instances, the 
Commission expects registrants to 
discuss this fact and the reasons 
therefor. In this regard, registrants 
should consider discussing any 
modifications of operating, financing, or 
hedging practices which have been 
effected. 

The Commission also believes that 
registrants that have not yet adopted 
SFAS No. 52 should discuss the 
potential effects of adoption in 
registration statements and reports filed 
with the Commission. 


Codification Update 


The “Codification of Financial 
Reporting Policies” announced in 
Financial Reporting Release 1 (April 15, 
1982) [47 FR 21028] is updated to: 

1. Add a new section 501.06, entitled 
as follows: 


'3 Item 301 of Regulation S-K [17 CFR 229.301] 
requires the presentation of certain selected 
financial data, the purpose of which is to supply in a 
convenient and readable format data which 
highlight certain significant trends in the registrant's 
financial condition and results of operations. The 
instructions to that item require a description of 
factors, such as accounting changes, that materially 
affect the comparability of the information reflected. 


§ 501.06 Disclosure Considerations 
Related to Foreign Operations and 
Foreign Currency Translation Effects 

2. Include in section 501.06 the 
sections entitled “Background and 
Discussion,” “Disclosure 
Considerations,” and “Disclosures 
during the Transition Period,” identified 
as specified below: 

a. Background and Discussion. 

b. Disclosure Considerations. 

c. Disclosures during the Transition 
Period. 

This codification is a separate 
publication issued by the SEC. It will not 
be published in the Federal Register 
Code of Federal Regulations system. 


List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 211 


Accounting, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Securities. 


PART 211—{ AMENDED] 


Commission Action: 

Subpart A of 17 CFR Part 211 is 
amended by adding thereto reference to 
this release (FRR No. 6). 

By the Commission. 

November 18, 1982. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32363 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 





17 CFR Part 240 
[Release No. 33-6434; 34-19244; IC-12823] 


Purchases of Certain Equity Securities 
by the Issuer and Others; Adoption of 
Safe Harbor 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule; rule amendments. 


SUMMARY: The Commission has 
announced the adoption of Rule 10b-18 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (‘‘Act’’) to provide a ‘safe harbor” 
from liability for manipulation in 
connection with purchases by an issuer 
and certain related persons of the 
issuer's common stock. The issuer or 
other person will not incur liability 
under the anti-manipulative provisions 
of Sections 9(a)(2) or 10(b) (and Rule 
10b-5 thereunder) if purchases are 
effected in compliance with the 
limitations contained in the safe harbor. 
The Commission has also adopted 
certain amendments to Rule 10b-6 under 
the Act which will eliminate the 
Commission's current program of 


‘ regulating issuer repurchases under that 


rule. These amendments will except 
from Rule 10b-6 purchases of an issuer's 


common stock (and certain related 
securities) when the issuer is engaged in 
certain distributions of those securities. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John B. Manning, Jr., Esq. (202-272-2874), 
or Mary Chamberlin, Esq. (202-272- 
2880); Office of Legal Policy and Trading 
Practices, Division of Market Regulation, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 5th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20549. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Introduction 


The Commission has considered on 
several occasions since 1967 the issue of 
whether to regulate an issuer’s 
repurchases of its own securities.’ The 
predicates for this effort have been 
twofold: first, investors and particularly 
the issuer’s shareholders should be able 
to rely on a market that is set by 
independent market forces and not 
influenced in any manipulative manner 
by the issuer or persons closely related 
to the issuer. Second, since the general 
language of the anti-manipulative 
provisions of the federal securities laws 
offers little guidance with respect to the 
scope of permissible issuer market 
behavior, certainty with respect to the 
potential liabilities for issuers engaged 
in repurchase programs has seemed 
desirable. 

The most recent phase of this 
proceeding is proposed Rule 13e-2 
which was published for public 
comment on October 17, 1980.” This rule 
would have imposed disclosure 
requirements and substantive 
purchasing limitations on an issuer's 
repurchases of its common and 
preferred stock. These restrictions, 
which generally would have limited the 
time, price, and volume of purchases, 
also would have been imposed on 
certain persons whose purchases could 
be deemed to be attributable to the 
issuer. In addition, the issuer, its 
affiliates, and certain other persons 


‘Before its most recent release in October, 1980, 
issuer repurchases had been the subject of three 
public rule proposals. The first was a Commission 
draft of a proposed Rule 10b-10 published in 1967 
by the United States Senate in connection with 
hearings on proposed legislation that became the 
Williams Act Amendments of 1968. Pub. L. No. 90- 
439, 82 Stat. 454 (July 29, 1968). Proposed Rule 10b- 
10 was reprinted in Hearings on S. 510 before the 
Subcommittee on Securities of the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 90th Cong., 
1st Sess. 214-216 (1967). The Commission then 
published Rule 13e-2 for comment in 1970 and in 
1973. Securities Exchange Act Release Nos. 8930 
(July 13, 1970), 35 FR 11410 (1970) and 10539 
(December 6, 1973), 38 FR 34341 (1973). 

? Securities Exchange Act Release No. 17222 
(October 17, 1980), 45 FR 70890 (1980) (“October 
Release”). 
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would have been subject to a general 
antifraud provision in connection with 
their purchases of the issuer’s common 
and preferred stock. 

The Commission has recognized that 
issuer repurchase programs are seldom 
undertaken with improper intent, may 
frequently be of substantial economic 
benefit to investors, and, that, in any 
event, undue restriction of these 
programs is not in the interest of 
investors, issuers, or the marketplace. 
Issuers generally engage in repurchase 
programs for legitimate business 
reasons and any rule in this area must 
not be overly intrusive. Accordingly, the 
Commission has endeavored to achieve 
an appropriate balance between the 
goals described above and the need to 
avoid complex and costly restrictions 
that impinge on the operation of issuer 
repurchase programs. 

In light of these considerations, and 
based on the extensive public files 
developed in this proceeding, the 
Commission has determined that it is 
not necessary to adopt a mandatory rule 
to regulate issuer repurchases. 
Accordingly, the Commission has today 
withdrawn proposed Rule 13e-2,° and, 
as discussed in this release, is amending 
Rule 10b-6 to eliminate most issuer 
repurchase regulation under that rule. In 
lieu of direct regulation under Rule 10b- 
6 and proposed Rule 13e-2, the 
Commission has determined that a safe 
harbor is the appropriate regulatory 
approach to offer guidance concerning 
the applicability of the anti- 
manipulative provisions of Rule 10b-5 
and Section 9(a)(2) to issuer repurchase 
programs. New Rule 10b-18 reflects this 
determination.‘ 

The Commission wishes to stress, 
however, that the safe harbor is not 
mandatory nor the exclusive means of 
effecting issuer purchases without 
manipulating the market. As‘a safe 
harbor, new Rule 10b-18 will provide 
clarity and certainty for issuers and 
broker-dealers who assist issuers in 
their repurchase programs. If an issuer 
effects its repurchases in compliance 
with the conditions of the rule, it will 
avoid what might otherwise be 
substantial and unpredictable risks of 
liability under the general anti- 
manipulative provisions of the federal 


* Securities Exchange Act Release Nos. 33-6435, 
34~19245, IC-12824 (November 17, 1982). 

‘In view of the fact that the provisions of the safe 
harbor afforded by Rule 10b-18 are substantially 
similar to the provisions of proposed Rule 13e-2 that 
would have been imposed on a mandatory basis 
and for which there has already been substantial 
public comment, the Commission has determined 
that further notice and comment are not necessary. 
See n.1, supra. 


securities laws.* Moreover, since Rule 
10b-18 is a safe harbor rather than a per 
se rule, the Commission believes that 
the safe harbor should be available to 
all issuers and their affiliated 
purchasers and should not be limited in 
its application to any particular class of 
issuers, such as those defined in the 
October Release as “Section 13{e) 
issuers.” 

The Commission emphasizes that no 
affirmative inference should be drawn 
that bids for or purchases of an issuer's 
stock by persons to which the safe 
harbor is not explicitly available, or 
with respect to securities other than the 
issuer’s common stock, should be made 
in accordance with the safe harbor. The 
safe harbor is not intended to define the 
appropriate limits to be observed by 
those persons not covered by the safe 
harbor nor the appropriate limits to be 
observed by anyone when purchasing 
securities other than common stock. In 
addition, the safe harbor is not the 
exclusive means by which issuers and 
their affiliated purchasers may effect 
purchases of the issuer’s stock in the 
marketplace. Given the greatly varying 
characteristics of the markets for the 
stock of different issuers, there may be 
circumstances under which an issuer 
could effect repurchases outside of the 
guidelines that would not raise 
manipulative concerns. This is 
especially the case in the context of the 
uniform volume guidelines, which 
cannot easily reflect those varying 
market characteristics. As discussed 
more fully below, the Commission 
wishes to continue to receive the views 
of any interested persons on whether 
additional disclosure by the issuer 
concerning the repurchase program 
should affect the percentage level of 
purchases that would be covered under 
the safe harbor. In order to make it clear 
that Rule 10b-18 is not the exclusive 
means to effect issuer repurchases, 
paragraph (c) of the rule provides that 
no presumption shall arise that an issuer 
or affiliated purchaser has violated 
Section 9(a)(2) or Rule 10b-5 if the 


5’ Paragraph (b) of the rule provides that any 
issuer and its affiliated purchasers could not be held 
liable under the anti-manipulative provisions of 
Section 9(a)(2) of the Act or Rule 10b-5 under the 
Act solely by reason of the number of brokers or 
dealers used, and the time, price, and amount of 
bids for or purchases of common stock of the issuer, 
if such bids of purchases are effected in compliance 
with all of the conditions of paragraph (b) of the 
rule. Of course, Rule 10b-18 is not a safe harbor 
from violations of Rule 10b-5 which may occur in 
the course of an issuer repurchase program but 
which do not entail manipulation. For example, Rule 
10b-18 confers no immunity from possible Rule 10b- 
5 liability where the issuer engages in repurchases 
while in possession of favorable, material non- 
public information concerning its securities. 
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purchases do not meet the conditions of 
paragraph (b). 

The remaining parts of the release 
describe Rule 10b-18 and the 
amendments to Rule 10b-6 and contrast 
those provisions to the proposals in the 
October Release. Interested persons 
should refer to the October Release for a 
more detailed discussion of the general 
background of the Commission's 
consideration of issuer repurchase 
programs. In addition, interested 
persons may wish to refer to a release 
that the Commission recently issued 
proposing for comment several 
amendments to its trading practices 
rules, including Rule 10b-6.® 


Il. Safe Harbor Rule 10b-18 
A. Coverage of Rule 10b-18 


The safe harbor of paragraph (b) is 
available for any bid or purchase that 
constitutes a “Rule 10b-18 bid” or a 
“Rule 10b-18 purchase,” as defined in 
the rule. Paragraph (a)(3) defines a Rule 
10b-18 purchase as a purchase of 
common stock of an issuer by or for the 
issuer or any affiliated purchaser of the 
issuer. Paragraph (a)(4) defines a Rule 
10b-18 bid as a bid for securities that, if 
accepted, or a limit order to purchase 
securities that, if executed, would result 
in a Rule 10b-18 purchase.’ 


B. General Antifraud Provision 


Under paragraph (b) of proposed Rule 
13e-2, a class of issuers defined as 
“Section 13(e) issuers,” their affiliates, 
affiliated purchasers, and any broker, 
dealer, or other person acting on behalf 
of these issuers, affiliates, or affiliated 
purchasers would have been subject to a 
broad general antifraud and anti- 
manipulative prohibition in connection 
with any bids or purchases of any equity 
security of the issuer. The commentators 
that addressed this provision opposed 
its adoption for essentially two reasons. 
First, they argued that it was 
unnecessary in view of existing 
provisions of the Act such as Section 
9(a)(2) and Section 10(b) and Rule 10b-5 
thereunder. Second, they argued that the 
general nature of paragraph (b) would 
detract from the certainty otherwise 
provided by the rule. 


* Securities Exchange Act Release No. 18528 
(March 3, 1982), 47 FR 11482 (1982) (‘Trading 
Practices Release”). 

7 The definition of a Rule 10b-18 purchase 
excludes certain transactions that were never 
intended to be the subject of regulation under an 
issuer repurchase rule. Some of these transactions 
were those enumerated in paragraph (f) of proposed 
Rule 13e-2. In view of the changed regulatory 
approach reflected in the rule and its more limited 
coverage, some of the excepted transactions of 
proposed Rule 13e-2(f) have been deleted in the 
adopted rule. 
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The Commission has reconsidered the 
question of whether a general antifraud 
provision is necessary in this context 
and has concluded that it is not. The 
sole purpose of the rule as adopted is to 
provide a safe harbor from liability 
under the anti-manipulative provisions 
of the Act. For that reason, the 
Commission has determined not to 
include a general antifraud provision in 
Rule 10b-18. 


C. Disclosure 


Proposed Rule 13e-2 would have 
required issuers and affiliated 
purchasers that sought to repurchase 
more than two percent of the issuer's 
stock during any twelve-month period 
publicly to disclose certain specified 
information prior to effecting any 
purchases of the issuer's stock.*® In 
addition, those persons would have 
been required to disclose the specified 
information to any exchange on which 
the stock was listed for trading or to the 
NASD if the stock was authorized for 
quotation in NASDAQ.° 

Most of the commentators that 
addressed the issue suggested that the 
disclosure provisions were not 
necessary in view of the existing 
requirements of other provisions of the 
federal securities laws (e.g., Section 
10(b) and Rule 10b-5). Other 
commentators stated that disclosure 
obligations should depend on the 
particular facts and circumstances 
involved. Accordingly, they suggested 
that per se disclosure requirements were 
not appropirate, and, indeed, might 
cause persons subject thereto to believe 
that disclosure of other information was 
unnecessary. Finally, commentators 
cited practical compliance problems that 
might arise, such as determining at the 
beginning of any twelve-month period 
whether the issuer would need to 
purchase more than two percent of its 
stock to satisfy corporate needs, and the 
need to periodically update disclosure to 
reflect material changes. 

The proposed disclosure requirements 
were not intended to be co-extensive 
with other disclosure obligations. 
Nevertheless, the Commission is 
persuaded that the obligation to disclose 
information concerning repurchases of 
an issuer's stock should depend on 
whether the information is material 
under the circumstances, regardless of 
whether such purchases are made as 
part of a program authorized by a 
company’s board of directors or 
otherwise. The Commission has 
therefore determined not to adopt the 
specific disclosure requirements 


® Proposed Rule 13e-2(d)(1). 
® Proposed Rule 13e-2(d)(2). . 


contained in paragraph (d) of proposed 
Rule 13e-2, even as a safe harbor. Other 
relevant provisions of the federal 
securities laws and existing policies and 
procedures of the various self-regulatory 
organizations impose disclosure 
responsibilities that appear to be 
sufficient to ensure that investors and 
the marketplace in general receive 
adequate information concerning issuer 
repurchases. The Commission 
emphasizes its belief that timely 
disclosure of all material information in 
the context of issuer repurchases may 
significantly facilitate the maintenance 
of an orderly market for the issuer's 
stock. 
D. Definitions 

Affiliated purchaser. Rule 10b-18 
contains a definition of the term 
“affiliated purchaser” that differs 
somewhat from the definition of that 
term as contained in proposed Rule 13e- 
2.1° As proposed in Rule 13e-2, the 
definition of affiliated purchaser would 
have included natural persons acting 
with the issuer for the purpose of 
acquiring the issuer’s securities, '! as 
well as persons who controlled the 
issuer’s purchases, or whose purchases 
were controlled by, or were under 
common control with, the issuer's 
purchases. ‘* Commentators were critical 
of the use of the terms “acting with” and 
“control” because, in their view, those 
terms are imprecise. Some 
commentators noted that the use of 
those terms suggested that all directors 
and officers of the issuer would be 
deemed to be affiliated purchasers and 
therefore covered by the rule 
notwithstanding the Commission's 
stated intent to the contrary. In 
particular, they stated that the “control” 
standard articulated in paragraph 
(a)(2)(ii) of proposed Rule 13e-2 could 
be interpreted to be the same as the 
historical affiliation standard and 
therefore would encompass more than 
the control of actual purchasing activity 
that the Commission intended the rule to 
cover. 


The commentators suggested that the 


“acting with” standard should be 
changed to an “acting in concert” 
standard since the latter has particular 
legal significance. Commentators also 
suggested that the class of persons 
defined in proposed paragraph (a)(2)(ii) 
as affiliated purchasers should be 
limited to persons that have day-to-day 
responsibility for the issuer’s purchases. 


The definition is similar to the definition of 
affiliated purchaser recently proposed to be added 
to Rule 10b-6. See Trading Practices Release, 47 FR 
at 11488. 

"' Proposed Rule 13e-2(a)(2)(i). 

'2 Proposed Rule 13e-2(a)(2)(ii). 


In addition, commentators 
recommended the addition of a proviso 
in the definition that would specifically 
except purchases by officers or directors 
unless they otherwise were an affiliated 
purchaser. 

The Commission agrees with the 
commentators that the concept of 
“acting in concert” provides more legal 
certainty than the standard proposed in 
the October Release. Accordingly, the 
first part of the definition of affiliated 
purchaser has been modified to include 
the “acting in concert” standard instead 
of the “acting with” standard. '* The 
Commission believes that the “acting in 
concert” standard will cover the same 
persons as proposed Rule 13e-2 was 
intended to cover, including persons 
acting with the issuer in purchasing the 
issuer's securities, regardless of whether 
the purchases are made for the account 
of the issuer itself. 

As adopted, the second clause of the 
definition of affiliated purchaser covers 
any affiliate that, directly or indirectly, 
controls the issuer’s Rule 10b-18 
purchases, or whose purchases are 
controlled by, or are under common 
control with, those of the issuer.'* Under 
this formulation, a person would not be 
considered to be an affiliated purchaser 
unless the person is an affiliate '* and 
one of the three control standards is 
met. !? 

Finally, to provide further guidance in 
the definition of affiliated purchaser, the 
Commission has added a proviso that 
states, in part, that an officer or director 
that participates in a decision to 
authorize the issuer to make or effect 
Rule 10b-18 bids or purchases will not 
be considered to be an affiliated 
purchaser on that basis alone.'* 

The definition of affiliated purchaser 
as proposed in Rule 13e-2 also would 
have included affiliates who controlled 
the issuer by means of ownership of the 
issuer's securities, and affiliates that 
were not natural persons. '® The 


‘3 Rule 10b-18(a)(2)(i). 

4 See October Release, 45 FR at 70895, note 30. 

5 Rule 10b-18(a)(2)(ii). 

6 The term “affiliate” is defined in paragraph - 
(a)(1) of the rule. 

‘7 The determination of whether the affiliate 
controls the issuer's purchases of its securities, or 
whether its purchases are controlled by, or are 
under common control with, the issuer's purchases, 
would have to be made by the issuer or the other 
persons involved in the transaction. The 
Commission is of the view that in most cases 
paragraph (a)(2)(ii) will cover, among other things, 
purchases of a parent-issuer’s stock by its 
subsidiaries, and purchases of a subsidiary-issuer's 
stock by the parent regardless of whether the 
purchases are made for the account of the 
subsidiary-issuer itself. 

Rule 10b-18(a)(2)(ii). 

'8 Proposed Rule 13e-2(a)(2) (iii) and (iv). 
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commentators were critical of the 
application of the rule to these affiliates 
in the absence of any evidence of 
concerted activity or control over the 
issuer’s purchases of its securities. The 
Commission agrees that paragraphs 
(a)(2) (iii) and (iv) as proposed could be 
overly broad, in the context of a safe 
harbor or mandatory rule, in light of the 
rationale underlying the affiliated 
purchaser concept. Accordingly, it has 
determined not to include in Rule 10b-18 
paragraphs (a)(2) (iii) and (iv).”° 

Trading Volume. The term trading 
volume has been adopted in paragraph 
(a)(11) of Rule 10b-18 with some 
modification from the term as proposed 
in Rule 13e-2. Generally, the term 
defines trading volume as the average 
daily trading volume over the preceding 
four weeks. This calculation would then 
be used in the context of the volume 
provisions of the Rule, which provide a 
safe harbor for daily purchases of up to 
25% of the trading volume. 

Proposed Rule 13e-2 would have 
required that the issuer subtract from 
the trading volume figure all “Rule 13e- 
2” purchases by or for the issuer or an 
affiliated purchaser.”! The rationale for 
the exclusion was to assure that the 
trading volume figures used to calculate 
the permissible volume of issuer 
purchases reflected only transactions 
effected by persons other than issuers or 
affiliated purchasers. Some. 
commentators stated that the 
computations required to determine the 
amounts to be excluded would impose a 
substantial compliance burden on 
issuers, affiliated purchasers and 
‘broker-dealers that would be 
disproportionate to the benefits sought 
to be achieved by requiring the 
exclusion. In addition, commentators 
argued that, because of the volume 
limits, the permissible volume of Rule 
13e-2 purchases would not be increased 
significantly if Rule 13e-2 purchases 
were included in the calculation of the 
average trading volume figure. 

The Commission generally agrees that 
compliance with the volume conditions 
would prevent any significant increase 
in the permissible volume of purchases 
that could result from including Rule 


» Whether affiliates that are not natural affiliates 
or are affiliates by virtue of their stock ownership 
would be affiliated purchasers under the rule 
depends on the facts and circumstances of each 
case. Nevertheless, the Commission is of the view 
that exercise of controlling influence by such an 
affiliate over the corporate matters of the issuer in 
general may give rise to a presumption that it 
controls purchases by the issuer. In addition, 
depending on the facts and circumstances, such 
affiliates could be deemed to be acting in concert 
with the issuer in connection with their purchases of 
the issuer's security. See also note 16, supra. 


21 Proposed Rule 13e-2(a)(13). 


10b-18 purchases in less than block size 
in the trading volume figure. The 
inclusion of block purchases by the 
issuer, however, in calculating trading 
volume could significantly increase the 
amount of stock that could be purchased 
within the volume limitations of the safe 
harbor. Accordingly, the definition of 
trading volume as adopted in Rule 10b- 
18 would require the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser to subtract block purchases 
that are made by for the issuer or 
affiliated purchaser from the trading 
volume figure. 

Block. The Commission has 
considered two alternative definitions of 
the term “block.” ?? The significance of 
the term is that purchases of blocks are 
excepted from the volume conditions. 
Thus, an issuer that chooses to comply 
with those conditions may purchase up 
to 25% of the trading volume, and, in 
addition, may purchase one or more 
blocks, as defined. The amount of 
securities purchased in block size need 
not be included in determining whether 
the 25% limitation had been reached. 
The Commission has adopted the 
simpler of the two definitions. Paragraph 
(a)(14) of Rule 10b-18 defines a block as 
that amount of stock that has an 
aggregate purchase price of not less than 
$50,000 and, if the aggregate purchase 
price is less than $200,000, a number of 
shares that is not less than 5,000. 

The Commission has considered 
whether to require the issuer to exclude, 
in calculating the amount of securities 
that would constitute a block (i) any 
amount of securities that a broker or 
dealer had assembled or accumulated 
for the purpose of sale or resale to the 
issuer or to any affiliated purchaser, and 
(ii) any amount that a broker-dealer had 
sold short to the issuer or to an affiliated 
purchaser if the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser knew of had reason to know 
that the sale was a short sale. 

Some commentators suggested that 
the issuer should be required to exclude 
from a block only those shares that a 
broker or dealer had accumulated as 
principal with the purpose of sale or 
resale to the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser. In their view, a broader 
exclusion would impede normal block 
trading practices, since a broker could 
not assemble a block on an agency basis 
and then cross it as such on an 
exchange. The commentator suggested 
that this kind of transaction would not 
have adverse market impact, or present 
the opportunity for circumvention of the 


*2 See Proposed Rule 13e-2(a) (16A) and (16B). 
Commentators generally supported adoption of the 
simpler definition that was proposed in the October 
Release as an alternative to the “sliding scale” 
definition initially contained in the 1973 Proposal. 
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volume limitations, that led the 
Commission to propose this part of the 
block definition.?* The Commission 
agrees with the commentators that these 
concerns arise only where broker- 
dealers accumulate blocks as principal 
for the purpose of sale or resale to the 
issuer or affiliated purchasers, and the 
definition of the term block reflects that 
judgment. 

Certain commentators also suggested 
that the “know or have reason to know” 
standard that was proposed to apply in 
determining whether to exclude from an 
amount of securities that otherwise 
would constitute a block broker-dealer’s 
short sales to the issuer should also 
apply in determining whether to exclude 
shares accumulated for the purpose of 
resale to the issuer. The Commission 
has modified the proviso accordingly. 


E. Purchasing Conditions 


In order to take advantage of the safe 
harbor provided by Rule 10b-18, an 
issuer or affiliated purchaser would 
have to comply with all of the 
conditions of paragraph (b) of the rule.”® 

1. Timing conditions. The conditions 
that relate to the timing of purchases 
have been adopted, for purposes of the 
Rule 10b-18 safe harbor, substantially 
as they were proposed in Rule 13e-2. 
For a transaction ina NASDAQ 
security, otherwise than on an 
exchange, there need only be an 
independent bid currently reported in 
Level 2 of NASDAQ.”* For exchange 
traded securities, if the Rule 10b-18 
purchase is to be effected on an 
exchange, the transaction cannot be the 
opening transaction for the security on 
such exchange, and the transactions 
cannot be effected during the one-half 
hour before the scheduled close of 
trading on that exchange.’ 


23 The proviso to the block definition would also 
have excluded from that definition any amount of 
securities that the issuer or affiliated purchaser 
acquired upon the exercise of a listed call option. 
The Commission has not adopted this provision. 

* See October Release, 45 FR at 70897, n.39. Thus, 
where a broker-dealer has sold to the issuer or to an 
affiliated purchaser a block that contained shares 
accumulated by the broker-dealer as principal for 
the purpose of resale to the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser, the transaction would not qualify as a 
block unless the remaining shares independently 
would be large enough to constitute a block under 
the definition. If the issuer had determined to 
comply with the volume provisions, the other shares 
which were accumulated would have to be taken 
into account in determining whether the volume 
limitation had been reached. 

* These conditions have been adopted 
substantially in the same form as in proposed Rule 
13e-2, although several liberalizing changes have 
been made. 

Rule 10b—18(b)(2)(iii). : 

*7Rule 10b-18(b)(2)(ii). 
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For transactions in reported securities, 
the Rule 10b-18 purchase cannot 
constitute the opening transaction 
reported on the consolidated tape.”* 
Other time restrictions, as proposed in 
Rule 13e-2, applicable to trading in 
reported securities have been modified. 
Proposed Rule 13e-2 would have 
prohibited persons subject to the time 
limitations from purchasing a reported 
security for which the principal market 
was a national securities exchange 
during the period commencing one-half 
hour before the scheduled close of 
trading in the principal market for the 
security and ending with the termination 
of the period in which last sale prices 
were reported in the consolidated 
system. Some commentators argued that 
this limitation might have anti- 
competitive effects because it would 
prohibit trading by the issuer and any 
affiliated purchaser on other exchanges 
and in the over-the-counter markets for 
a substantial period of time. Some 
commentators suggested as an 
alternative that the trading prohibition 
should be only in the period within one- 
half hour of the scheduled close of 
trading in the market where the 
transaction was proposed to be effected. 
Another commentator suggested that 
trading should be prohibited only during 
the one-half hour before the termination 
of the period in which last sale prices 
are reported in the consolidated system. 

The timing conditions in Rule 10b-18 
provide that an issuer or an affiliated 
purchaser may effect, consistent with 
the safe harbor provisions of the rule, a 
transaction in a reported security (i) if 
the principal market for such security is 
an exchange, at a time other than during 
the one-half hour before the scheduled 
close of trading on the principal market, 
or (ii) if the transaction is to be effected 
on an exchange, at a time other than 
during the one-half hour before the 
scheduled close of trading on the 
exchange on which the transaction is to 
be effected, or (iii) if the transaction is to 
be effected otherwise than on an 
exchange, at a time other than during 
the one-half hour before the termination 
of the period in which last sale prices 
are reported in the consolidated 
system.”® The Commission believes that 


28 Rule 10b-18(b)(2)(i)(A). 

2° Rule 10b—18(b)(2)(i)(B)-(D). In the October 
Release, the time limitations that were proposed for 
reported securities were separated into one for 
reported securities for which the principal market 
was an exchange and one for those reported 
securities for which the principal market was 
otherwise than on an exchange. Proposed Rule 13e- 
2(e)(2) (i) and (ii). In view of the modifications 
discussed in the text, the rule as adopted contains a 
time limitation that is applicable to all reported 
securities. : 


these limitations, as modified, 
appropriately resolve the commentators’ 
concerns while achieving the objectives 
of the time limitations. 

2. Price conditions. The price 
conditions have been adopted as 
published in proposed Rule 13e-2. The 
price limit for purchases of reported 
securities would be the higher of the last 
sale price reported in the consolidated 
system or the highest independent 
published bid, as defined in Rule 11Acl- 
1(a)(9) [§ 240.11 Acl-1(a)(9)] under the 
Act, regardless of the market reporting 
that figure.*° The price limit applicable 
to purchases of exchange traded 
securities in transactions on an 
exchange is the higher of the highest 
current independent bid quotation or the 
last sale price on such exchange.*! 

The pricing conditions of Rule 10b-18 
provide that purchases of a NASDAQ 
security otherwise than on an exchange 
may be made at a net price no higher 
than the lowest current independent 
offer quotation reported in Level 2 of 
NASDAQ.* Purchases of securities that 
are neither NASDAQ securities nor 
reported securities otherwise than on an 
exchange may be made at the lowest 
current independent offer quotation 
ascertained on the basis of reasonable 
inquiry.** In both cases, the purchase 
price would include any commission 
equivalent, mark-up, or differential paid 
to a dealer.™ 

3. Single broker-dealer limitation. A 
condition that the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser make purchases from or 
through not more than one broker or 
dealer on any day has been adopted as 
proposed. Purchases may be made from 
any number of broker-dealers in 
transactions that are not solicited by the 
issuer or affiliated purchaser. Some 
commentators suggested that the 
Commission should define what would 
constitute a solicitation for purposes of 
the rule. Whether a transaction has been 
solicited necessarily depends on the 
facts and circumstances of each case 
and must be determined by those who 
wish to rely on the rule’s safe harbor. 
Although the Commission does not 
believe it should define the term 
solicitation, disclosure and 
announcement of a repurchase program 
would not necessarily cause all 
subsequent purchases to be deemed 
solicited. ** 


Rule 10b-18(b)(3)(i). 

31 Rule 10b-18(b)(3)(ii). 

32 Rule 10b-18(b)(3){iii). 

33 Rule 10b-18(b)(3)(iv). 

4 See Rule 10b-18(a)(12). 

38 See October Release, 45 FR at 70898, n. 47. 
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4. Volume conditions. The voiume 
conditions to the safe harbor are more 
liberal than those set forth in the 
October Release. Under Rule 10b-18, an 
issuer is permitted to purchase up to 25% 
of the average daily trading volume over 
the preceding four calendar weeks. 
Under Rule 13e-2, that number was 15%. 
The Commission has concluded that a 
25% purchasing condition is appropriate 
in that Commission cases concerning 
manipulation in the context of issuer 
repurchases have historically involved 
conduct outside the conditions of Rule 
10b-18, including a volume limitation of 
25%.** The Commission also recognizes 
that establishing a uniform condition 
might be thought to suggest that 
purchases in excess of the limitations 
are per se manipulative. Accordingly, 
the Commission has provided in 
paragraph (c) of the rule that no 
presumption shall arise that purchases 
not in conformity with the limitations of 
the safe harbor violate the anti- 
manipulative provisions of the securities 
laws. The rule operates to impose no per 
se volume prohibition on issuer 
repurchases, and there may be 
circumstances in which an issuer would 
be justified in exceeding the volume 
conditions.*’ Repurchases outside of the 
safe harbor that ere manipulative, of 
course, continue to be actionable under 
the securities laws. 


F. Purchases on Behalf of Employee and 
Shareholder Plans 


The definition of a Rule 10b-18 
purchase contained in paragraph (a) of 
the rule excludes any purchase effected 
by or for an issuer plan if the 
transaction is effected by an agent 
independent of the issuer.** Those 
purchases are not considered to be 
attributable to the issuer and, therefore, 
are not intended to be addressed by the 
rule. The criteria contained in paragraph 
(a)(6) of the rule that are used to 
determine whether the purchasing agent 
is independent of the issuer are 


% The volume provisions have been modified to 
make it clear that block purchases and privately- 
negotiated purchases are not required to be 
included in computing the 25% daily volume 
limitation. In addition, the Commission has not 
adopted that part of the volume limitations in 
proposed Rule 13ed-2 that would have required the 
inclusion of securities acquired through the exercise 
of listed call options when computing the 25% daily 
volume limitation. 

37 For example, in some situations average trading 
volume during the preceding four weeks may not be 
representative of trading volume at the time of the 
issuer's purchases. Where current trading volume is 
substantially greater than that during the preceding 
four weeks, the issuer may be justified in exceeding 
the twenty five percent limitation. 

8 The terms “issuer plan” and “agent 
independent of the issuer” are defined in 
paragraphs (a)(5) and (a)(6) of the rule, respectively. 
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designed to insulate the market in the 
issuer’s securities from influence by the 
issuer or an affiliate. 

Two changes, however, have been 
made in paragraph (a)(6) as published in 
proposed Rule 13e-2. First, to avoid the 
possible need for various amendments 
to existing issuer plans, the 
commentators suggested that both 
paragraph (a)(6), and the proviso to it, 
should be drafted in terms of actual use 
or exercise of control over the agent by 
the issuer or affiliate rather than the 
retention of the power to use or exercise 
such control. The Commission has 
adopted this suggestion. 

The second change to paragraph (a)(6) 
incorporates a new clause in the 
proviso. Certain commentators noted 
that in many issuer plans, particularly 
those which the issuer administers or 
allocates shares purchased for the plan 
to the participants’ accounts, the issuer 
instructs the agent with respect to the 
amount of shares it is to purchase over a 
prescribed period of time. The amount to 
be purchased is determined by a 
formula set forth in the plan that 
generally is based on the amount of 
contributions and the average market 
price of the security over a prescribed 
period of time. The new clause in the 
proviso will permit the issuer to use 
such a formula to determine the amount 
of shares to be purchased by the agent 
without compromising the independence 
of the agent so long as the issuer or 
affiliate does not revise the formula 
more than once in any three-month 
period. *® 

Certain commentators also suggested 
incorporating into the rule various 
interpretive positions concerning 
independent agents. For example, the 
Commission stated in the October 
Release that neither a common 
directorship between the issuer and the 
agent nor the issuer's right to remove the 
agent would by itself constitute control 
over the agent.“ In addition, restrictions 
imposed on the agent otherwise than by 
the issuer, *' or which are required by 


3° Under the definition of independent agent as 
modified, the issuer may revise not more than once 
in any three-month period the basis for determining 
the amount of its contributions to the plan or the 
basis for determining the frequency of its 
allocations to the plan. As proposed, the rule would 
have permitted the issuer to make these revisions 
not more than once in any six-month period. That 
period has been reduced to three months at the 
suggestion of the commentators who noted that 
corporate decisions of this nature generally are 
made on a quarterly basis. 

“ See October Release, 45 FR at 70901, n.71. 

*'For example, the Commission's Division of 
Investment Management requires that purchases 
with contributions to dividend reinvestment plans 
be made within 30 days from the date contributions 
are received by the agent if the plan is not to be 


other statutes, * would not preclude a 
determination that the agent was 
independent. Commentators also 
suggested incorporating into the rule a 
provision that would permit the 
imposition of certain controls if done in 
“good faith” and without manipulative 
intent. 

As the Commission noted in the 
October Release, the determination of 
whether a control relationship exists 
between the issuer and the agent is a 
factual one to be made by the issuer.* It 
is not possible to incorporate in the rule 
or in a release every possible 
interpretive position concerning 
independent agents, since the issue of 
whether a control relationship exists 
necessarily will depend on the 
particular facts and circumstances. 
Accordingly, the Commission has 
determined not to attempt to-further 
delineate that relationship in Rule 10b- 
18. Nevertheless, the Commission 
reaffirms the interpretive positions 
expressed in the October Release with 
respect to independent agents. 


III. Solicitation of Views: Continuing 
Review of Issuer Repurchases and Rule 
10b-18 


The Commission intends to monitor 
the operation of issuer repurchase 
programs to determine the effects of © 
Rule 10b-18 on those programs and the 
market for an issuer's securities. In view 
of the Commission's ongoing interest in 
this area, it continues to solicit the 
advice and views of all interested 
persons on the effects of Rule 10b-18 
and whether the rule can be improved. It 
has been suggested, for example, that an 
issuer should have the benefit of a safe 
harbor where purchases exceed the 
percentage volume limitation of Rule 
10b-18 and additional disclosure is 
made concerning the repurchases. The 
Commission is interested in whether 
dissemination of additional information 
by an issuer during its repurchase 
program, perhaps on a daily basis, 
should affect the availability of the safe 
harbor. Such information might include 
a further statement of the purpose and 
expected duration of the repurchase 
program, the amount of shares acquired 
or to be acquired on a particular day 
and the time of day or time period 
during the day the purchase or 
purchases are made or are proposed to 


deemed an investment company. See October 
Release, 45 FR at 70901, n.73. 

“For example, trustees for plans subject to the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974,. 
29 U.S.C. 1001 et seq., generally are required to 
purchase the issuer's securities at “fair market 
value” at the time purchases are made. See October 
Release, 45 FR at 70902, n.74. 

* See October Release, 45 FR at 70901, n.71. 
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be made. Commentators are invited to 
address the question of whether, if this 
(or other) information is disseminated in 
a full and timely fashion, the issuer 
should be afforded the protections of the 
safe harbor notwithstanding the fact 
that its purchases exceed the current 
twenty five percent limitation. In this 
regard, the following additional 
questions may be relevant: 

1. When should the information be 
disclosed {i.e., before or after the shares 
are acquired)? 

2. How should the information be 
disclosed (e.g., by press release and 
notification to the exchange on which 
the securities are registered and listed 
for trading and to the NASD if the 
securities are authorized for quotation in 
NASDAQ)? 

3. Would daily disclosure of such 
information add to or detract from the 
maintenance of a fair and orderly 
market for the issuer's stock? 

4. Could the information be 
disseminated in a full and timely fashion 
that would protect the markets and 
investors? 

5. Can a disclosure requirement be 
devised, in the context of a rule like 
Rule 10b-18, that would assure that 
manipulative practices do not occur or 
that those who engage in such practices 
are not insulated from liability? 


IV. Amendments to Rule 10b-6 


As reproposed for comment in the 
October Release, an amendment to Rule 
10b-6 would have provided an 
exception from that rule for purchases of 
securities that were the subject of a 
“technical” distribution (i.e., the issuer 
had outstanding securities immediately 
convertible into or exchangeable for the 
security to be purchased), provided that 
the purchases were made in compliance 
with Rule 13e-2. 

The Commission has adopted the 
amendment with modifications. 
Paragraph (f) of Rule 10b-6 now 
provides that the rule shall not apply to 
bids for or purchases of any security, 
any security of the same class and 
series as such security, or any security 
that is convertible into, or exchangeable 
or exercisable for, such security, solely 
because the issuer or a subsidiary of the 
issuer has outstanding securities that 
are immediately convertible into or, 
exchangeable or exercisable for, that 
equity security. The effect of the 
amendment is to eliminate the need for 
an issuer or any person whose 
purchases would be attributable to the 
issuer to seek specific exemptive or 
interpretive relief from Rule 10b-6 to 
permit purchases of any class of the 
issuer's stock solely because the issuer 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 


is engaged in a technical distribution. ** 
Rule 10b-6 continues to apply, however, 
to purchases of any security that is the 
subject of any other kind of distribution, 
any security of the same class and 
series as that security, or any right to 
purchase any such security. 

The Commission has adopted the 
second amendment to Rule 10b-6 
proposed in the October Release 
concerning purchases by independent 
agents. Paragraph (g) now provides that 
a bid for or purchase of any security 
made or effected by or for a plan * shall 
be deemed to be a purchase by the 
issuer unless the bid is made, or the 
purchase is effected, by an agent 
independent of the issuer, as that term is 
defined in Rule 10b-18(a)(6). 


V. Certain Findings, Effective Date and 
Statutory Basis 


Section 23(a)(2) of the Act ** requires 
the Commission, in adopting rules under 
the Act, to consider the anti-competitive 
effect of such rules, if any, and to 
balance any impact against the 
regulatory benefits gained in terms of 
furthering the purposes of the Act. The 
Commission has considered Rule 10b-18 
and the related amendments to Rule 
10b-6 in light of the standards cited in 
Section 23({a)(2) and believes that 
adoption of the rule and the 
amendments will not impose any burden 
on competition not necessary or 
appropriate in furtherance of the Act. In 
addition, since proposed Rule 13e-2 was 
proposed for comment before January 1, 
1981, and since additional notice and 
comment are not necessary for the 
adoption of Rule 10b-18, *’ the 
Commission finds that the regulatory 
flexibility analysis provisions of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act** are not 
applicable. 

The Commission finds, in accordance 
with the Administrative Procedure Act 
(“APA”), 5 U.S.C. 553(d), that the 


“Rule 10b-18 supersedes all exemptions from 
Rule 10b-6 currently in effect that require the issuer 
or persons whose purchases are attributable to the 
issuer to make purchases in compliance with the 
conditions set forth in Appendix C (See 2 Fed. Sec. 
L. Rep. (CCH) § 22,727) solely because the issuer 
has convertible securities or warrants outstanding. 

Several commentators suggested that Rule 10b-6 
should be amended to reflect the staff's position 
concerning issuer repurchases during an offering of 
securities by affiliates of the issuer on a “shelf” 
registration statement, and repurchases after the 
time the issuer has reached an agreement in 
principle with respect to an acquisition that may 
involve a distribution of the issuer's stock. Although 
the Commission has determined not to amend the 
rule at this time, it has proposed certain changes 
with respect to these positions. See Trading 
Practices Release, 47 FR at 11489. 

“The term “plan” is defined in Rule 10b-6(c)(4). 

15 U.S.C. 78w(a)(2). 

7 See n.3 supra. 

“°5 U.S.C. 603-04. 


adoption of Rule 10b—18 and the 
amendments to Rule 10b-6, relieve 
mandatory restrictions and do not 
impose other substantive requirements. 
Accordingly, the foregoing action 
becomes effective immediately. 


List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 240 
Reporting requirements, Securities. 


Text of Rule 10b-18 and Amendment to 
Rule 10b-6 


Part 240 of Chapter II of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows: 


PART 240—GENERAL RULES AND 
REGULATIONS, SECURITIES 
EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 


1. By adding 17 CFR 240.10b-18 as 
follows: 


§ 240.10b-18 Purchases of certain equity 
securities by the issuer and others. 

(a) Definitions. Unless the context 
otherwise requires, all terms used in this 
section shall have the same meaning as 
in the Act. In addition, unless the 
context otherwise requires, the 
following definitions shall apply: 

(1) The term “affiliate” means any 
person that directly or indirectly 
controls, is controlled by, or is under 
common control with, the issuer; 

(2) The term “affiliated purchaser” 
means: 

(i) A person acting in concert with the 
issuer for the purpose of acquiring the 
issuer’s securities; or 

(ii) An affiliate who, directly or 
indirectly, controls the issuer's 
purchases of such securities, whose 
purchases are controlled by the issuer or 
whose purchases are under common 
control with those of the issuer; 


Provided, however, That the term 
“affiliated purchaser” shall not include a 
broker, dealer, or other person solely by 
reason of his making Rule 10b-18 bids or 
effecting Rule 10b-18 purchases on 
behalf of the issuer and for its account 
and shall not include an officer or 
director of the issuer solely by reason of 
his participation in the decision to 
authorize Rule 10b-18 bids or Rule 10b- 
18 purchases by or on behalf of the 
issuer; 

(3) The term “Rule 10b-18 purchase” 
means a purchase of common stock of 
an issuer by or for the issuer or any 
affiliated purchaser of the issuér, but 
does not include any purchase of such 
stock 

(i) Effected by or for an issuer plan by 
an agent independent of the issuer; 

(ii) If it is a fractional interest in a 
security, evidenced by a script 


certificate, order form, or similar 
document; 

(iii) Pursuant to a merger, acquisition, 
or similar transaction involving a 
recapitalization; 

(iv) Which is subject to Rule 13e-1 
under the Act [§ 240.13e-1]; 

(v) Pursuant to a tender offer that is 
subject to Rule 13e—4 under the Act 
[§ 240.13e-4] or specifically excepted 
therefrom; 

(vi) Pursuant to a tender offer that is 
subject to Section 14(d) of the Act and 
the rules and regulations thereunder. 

(4) The term “Rule 10b-18 bid” means 
(i) A bid for securities that, if accepted, 
or (ii) A limit order to purchase 
securities that, if executed, would result 
in a Rule 10b-18 purchase; 

(5) The term “issuer plan” means any 
bonus, profitsharing, pension, 
retirement, thrift, savings, incentive, 
stock purchase, stock option, stock 
ownership, dividend reinvestment or 
similar plan for employees or security 
holders of the issuer or any affiliate; 

(6) The term “agent independent of 
the issuer” means a trustee or other 
person who is independent of the issuer. 
The agent shall be deemed to be 
independent of the issuer only if 

(i) The agent is not an affiliate of the 
issuer; and 

(ii) Neither the issuer nor any affiliate 
of the issuer exercises any direct or 
indirect control or influence over the 
times when, or the prices at which, the 
independent agent may purchase the 
issuer’s common stock for the issuer 
plan, the amounts of the security to be 
purchased, the manner in which the 
security is to be purchased, or the 
selection of a broker or dealer (other 
than the independent agent itself) 
through which purchases may be 
executed; 

Provided, however, That the issuer or its 
affiliate will not be deemed to have such 
control or influence solely because it 
revises not more than once in any three- 
month period the basis for determining 
the amount of its contributions to the 
issuer plan or the basis for determining 
the frequency of its allocations to the 
issuer plan, or any formula specified in 
the plan that determines the amount of 
shares to be purchased by the agent; 

(7) The term “consolidated system” 
means the consolidated transaction 
reporting system contemplated by Rule 
11Aa3-1 [§ 240.11Aa3-1]; 

(8) The term “reported security” 
means any security as to which last sale 
information is reported in the 
consolidated system; 

(9) The term “exchange traded 
security” means any security, except a 
reported security, that is listed, or 





admitted to unlisted trading privileges, 
on a national securities exchange; 

(10) The term “NASDAQ security” 
means any security, except a reported 
security, as to which bid and offer 
quotations are reported in the 
automated quotation system 
(“NASDAQ”) operated by the National 
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. 
(“NASD”); 

(11) The term “trading volume” 


- means: 


(i) With respect to a reported security, 
the average daily trading volume for the 
security reported in the consolidated 
system in the four calendar weeks 
preceding the week in which the Rule 
10b-18 purchase is to be effected or the 
Rule 10b-18 bid is to be made; 

(ii) With respect to an exchange 
traded security, the average of the 
aggregate daily trading volume, 
including the daily trading volume 
reported on all exchanges on which the 
security is traded and, if such security is 
also a NASDAQ security, the daily 
trading volume for such security made 
available by the NASD, for the four 
calendar weeks preceding the week in 
which the Rule 10b-18 purchase is to be 
effected or the Rule 10b-18 bid is to be 
made; 

(iii) With respect to a NASDAQ 
security that is not an exchange traded 
security, the average daily trading 
volume for such security made available 
by the NASD for the four calendar 
weeks preceding the week in which the 
Rule 10b-18 purchase is to be effected or 
the Rule 10b-18 bid is to be made; 
Provided, however, That such trading 
volume under paragraphs (a)(11) (i), (ii) 
and (iii) of this section shall not include 
any Rule 10b-18 purchase of a block by 
or for the issuer or any affiliated 
purchaser of the issuer; 

(12) The term “purchase price” means 
the price paid per share 

(i) For a reported security, or an 
exchange traded security on a national 
securities exchange, exclusive of any 
commission paid to a broker acting as 
agent, or commission equivalent, mark- 
up, or differential paid to a dealer; 

(ii) For a NASDAQ security, or a 
security that is not a reported security or 
a NASDAQ security, otherwise than on 
a national securities exchange, inclusive 
of any commission equivalent, mark-up, 
or differential paid to a dealer; 

(13) The term “round lot” means 100 
shares or other customary unit of 
trading for a security; 

(14) The term “block” means a 
quantity of stock that either 

(i) Has a purchase price of $200,000 or 
more; or 

(ii) Is at least 5,000 shares and has a 
purchase price of at least $50,000; or 


(iii) Is at least 20 round lots of the 
security and totals 150 percent or more 
of the trading volume for that security 
or, in the event that trading volume data 
are unavailable, is at least 20 round lots 
of the security and totals at least one- 
tenth of one percent (.001) of the 
outstanding shares of the security, 
exclusive of any shares owned by any 
affiliate; 

Provided, however, That a block under 
paragraphs (a)(14) (i), (ii) and (iii) of this 
section shall not include any amount 
that a broker or a dealer, acting as 
principal, has accumulated for the 
purpose of sale or resale to the issuer or 
to any affiliated purchaser of the issuer 
if the issuer or such affiliated purchaser 
knows or has reason to know that such 
amount was accumulated for such 
purpose, nor shall it include any amount 
that a broker or dealer has sold short to 
the issuer if the issuer or such affiliated 
purchaser knows or has reason to know 
that the sale was a short sale. 

(b) Conditions to be met. In 
connection with a Rule 10b-18 purchase, 
or with a Rule 10b-18 bid that is made 
by the use of any means or 
instrumentality of interstate commerce 
or of the mails, or of any facility of any 
national securities exchange, an issuer, 
or an affiliated purchaser of the issuer, 
shall not be deemed to have violated 
Section 9(a)(2) of the Act or Rule 10b-5 
under the Aet, solely by reason of the 
time or price at which its Rule 10b-18 
bids or Rule 10b-18 purchases are made 
of the amount of such bids or purchases 
or the number of brokers or dealers used 
in connection with such bids or 
purchases if the issuer or affiliated 
purchaser of the issuer: 

(1) (One broker or dealer) Effects all 
Rule 10b-18 purchases from or through 
only one broker on any single day, or, if 
a broker is not used, with only one 
dealer on a single day, and makes or 
causes to be made all Rule 10b-18 bids 
to or through only one broker on any 
single day, or, if a broker is not used, to 
only one dealer on a single day; 
Provided, however, That 

(i) This paragraph (b)(1) shall not 
apply to Rule 10b-18 purchases which 
are not solicited by or on behalf of the 
issuer or affiliated purchaser; and 

(ii) Where Rule 10b-18 purchases or 
Rule 10-b18 bids are made by or on 
behalf of more than one affiliated 
purchaser of the issuer (or the issuer and 
one or more of its affiliated purchasers) 
on a singe day, this paragraph (b)(1) 
shall apply to all such bids and 
purchases in the aggregate; and 

(2) (Time of purchases) Effects all 
Rule 10b-18 purchases from or through a 
borker or dealer 
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(i) In a reported security, (A) such that 
the pruchase would not constitute the 
opening transaction in the security 
reported in the consolidated system; and 
(B) if the principal market of such 
security is an exchange, at a time other 
than during the one-half hour before the 
scheduled close of trading on the 
principal market; and (C) if the purchase 
is to be made on an exchange, at a time 
other than during the one-half hour 
before the scheduled close of trading on 
the national securities exchange on 
which the purchase is to be made; and 
(D) if the purchase is to be made 
otherwise than on a national securities 
exchange, at a time other than during 
the one-half hour before the termination 
of the period in which last sale prices 
are reported in the consolidated system; 

(ii) In any exchange traded security, 
on any national securities exchange, (A) 
such that the Rule 10b-18 purchase 
would not constitute the opening 
transaction in the security on such 
exchange; and (B) at a time other than 
during the one-half hour before the 
scheduled close of trading on the 
exchange; 

(iii) In any NASDAQ security, 
othewise than on a national securities 
exchange, if a current independent bid 
quotation for the security is reported in 
Level 2 of NASDAQ; and 

(3) (Price of purchase) Effects all Rule 
10b-18 purchases from or through a 
broker or dealer at a purchase price, or 
makes or causes to be made all Rule 
10b-18 bids to or through a borker or 
dealer at a price. 

(i) For a reported security, that is not 
higher than the published bid, as that 
term is defined in Rule 11Ac1—1(a)(9) 
under the Act, that is the highest current 
independent published bid or the last 
independent sale price reported in the 
consolidated system, whichever is 
higher; 

(ii) On a national securities exchange, 
for an exchange traded security, that is 
not higher than the current independent 
bid quotation or the last independent 
sale price on that exchange, whichever 
is higher; 

(iii) Otherwise than on a national 
securities exchange for a NASDAQ 
security, that is not higher than the 
lowest current independent offer 
quotation reported in Level 2 of 
NASDAQ; or 

(iv) Otherwise than on a national 
securities exchange, for a security that is 
not a reported security or a NASDAQ 
security, that is not higher than the 
lowest current independent offer 
quotation, determined on the basis of 
reasonable inquiry; and 
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(4) (Volume of purchases) Effects from 
or through a broker or dealer all Rule 
10b-18 purchases other than block 
purchases 

(i) Of a reported security, an exchange 
traded security or a NASDAQ security, 
in an amount that, when added to the 
amounts of all other Rule 10b-18 
purchases, other than block purchases, 
from or through a broker or dealer 
effected by or for the issuer or any on 
that day, does not exceed the higher of 
(A) one round lot or (B) the number of 
round lots closet to 25 percent of the 
trading volume for the security; 

(ii) Of any other security, in an 
amount that (A) when added to the 
amounts of all other Rule 10b-18 
purchases, other than block purchases, 
from or through a broker or dealer 
effected by or for the issuer or any 
affiliated purchaser of the issuer on that 
day, does not exceed one round lot or 
(B) when added to the amounts of all 
other Rule 10b-18 purchases other than 
block purchases from or through a 
broker or dealer effected by or for the 
issuer or any affiliated purchaser of the 
issuer during that day and the preceding 
five business days, does not exceed 1/ 
20th of one percent (0.0005) of the 
outstanding shares of the security, 
exclusive of shares known to be owned 
beneficially by affiliates. 

(c) No presumption shall arise that an 
issuer or affiliated purchaser of an 
issuer has violated Sections 9(a)(2) or 
10(b) of the Act or Rule 10b-5 under the 
Act if the Rule 10b-18 bids or Rule 10b- 
18 purchases of such issuer or affiliated 
purchaser do not meet the conditions 
specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through 
(b) (4) of this section. 

2. By revising paragraph (f) of 
§ 240.10b-6, redesignating paragraph (g) 
thereof as paragraph (h), and adding a 
new paragraph (g), as follows 


§240.10b-6 Prohibitions against trading 
by persons interested in a distribution. 

(f} The provisions of this section shall 
not apply to bids for or purchases of any 
security of an issuer, any security of the 
same class and series as such security, 
or any security immediately convertible 
into, or exchangeable or exerciseable 
for, any such security solely because the 
issuer or a subsidiary of such issuer has 
outstanding securities which are 
immediately convertible into, or 
exchangeable or exerciseable for, such 
security. 

(g) A bid for or purchase of any 
security made or effected by or for a 
plan shall be deemed to be a purchase 
by the issuer unless the bid is made, or 
the purchase is effected, by an agent 
independent of the issuer, as that term is 


defined in Rule 10b-18(a)(6) under the 
Act. 


7 * * * * 


Statutory Authority j 

The Commission hereby adopts Rule 
10b-18 and the amendments to Rule 
10b-6 pursuant to the provisions of 
Sections 2, 3, 9{a)(6), 10(b), 13(e), 15(c) 
and 23(a), 15 U.S.C. 78b, 78c, 78i({a)(6), 
78j(b), 78m(e), 780(c) and 78w{a). 

By the Commission. 
George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 


November 17, 1982. 
[FR Doc. 82-32367 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


18 CFR Part 271 


[Docket No. RM 79-76-133 (Colorado-29); 
Order No. 269] 


High-Cost Gas Produced From Tight 
Formations 


AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, DOE 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission is authorized by 
section 107(c)(5) of the Natural Gas 
Policy Act of 1978 to designate certain 
types of natural gas as high-cost gas 
where the Commission determines that 
the gas is produced under conditions 
which present extraordinary risks or 
costs. Under section 107(c)(5), the 
Commission issued a final regulation 
designating natural gas produced from 
tight formations as high-cost gas which 
may recieve an incentive price (18 CFR 
271.703). This rule established 
procedures for jurisdictional agencies to 
submit to the Commission 
recommendations of areas for 
designation as tight formations. This 
final order adopts the recommendation 
of the Colorado Oil and Gas 
Conservation Commission that the J 


. Sand Formation be designated as a tight 


formation under § 271.703. 


EFFECTIVE DATES: This is effective 
November 22, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leslie Lawner, (202) 357-8511 of Victor 
Zabel, (202) 357-8616. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Issued November 22, 1982 


The Commission hereby amends 
§ 271.703(d) of its regulations to include 


53341 


the J Sand Formation located in Adams 
and Arapahoe Counties, Colorado, as a 
designated tight formation eligible for 
incentive pricing under § 271.703. The 
amendment was proposed in a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking by the Director, 
Office of Pipeline and Producer 
Regulation on August 17, 1982 (47 FR 
36435, August 20, 1982), based on a 
recommendation by the Colorado Oil 
and Gas Conservation Commission 
(Colorado) in accordance with 

§ 271.703(c)(2)(ii) that the J] Sand 
Formation be designated as a tight 
formation. 

Evidence submitted by Colorado 
supports the assertion that the J Sand 
Formation meets the guidelines 
contained in § 271.703(c)(2). The 
Commission hereby adopts the Colorado 
recommendation. 

This amendment shall become 
effective immediately. The Commission 
has found that the public interest 
dictates that new natural gas supplies 
be developed on an expedited basis, 
and, therefore, incentive prices should 
be made available as soon as possible. 
The need to make incentive prices 
available immediately establishes good 
cause to waive the thirty-day 
publication period. 


List of Subjects in 18 CFR Part 271 
Natural gas, Incentive price, Tight 
formations. 


(Department of Energy Organization Act, 42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seg.; Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. 3301-3432; Administrative 


- Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 553.) 


In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
271 of Subchapter H, Chapter I, Code of 
Federal Regulations, is amended as set 
forth below, effective November 22, 
1982. 


By the Commission. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


PART 271—{AMENDED] 


Section 271.703(d) is amended by 
adding a new subparagraph (114) to 
read as follows: 


§ 271.703 Tight formations. 


* * * * * 


(d) Designated tight formations. 
(114) The J Sand Formation in 
Colorado. RM79-76-133 (Colorado-29). 

(i) Delineation of formation. The J 
Sand Formation is located in Adams 


‘Comments on the proposed rule were invited 
and one comment supporting the recommendation 
was received. No party requested a public hearing 
and no hearing was held. 
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and Arapahoe Counties, Colorado, 
approximately 24 miles due east of the 
city of Denver. The J Sand Formation 
underlies Township 3 South, Range 62 
West, Sections 17 through 20, and 29 
through 32; Township 3-South, Range 63 
West, Sections 13 through 36; Township 
4 South, Range 62 West, Sections 5 
through 8, 17 through 20, and 29 through 
32; and Township 4 South, Range 63, All 
Sections, 6th P. M. 

(ii) Depth. The J Sand Formation 
ranges in thickness from 20 to 180 feet. 
The average depth to the top of the J. 
Sand Formation is 7,700 feet. 

[FR Doc. 82-32397 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


18 CFR Part 271 


[Docket No. RM79-76-126 (Colorado-27; 
Order No. 268] 


High-Cost Gas Produced From Tight 
Formations 


AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, DOE. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission is authorized by 
section 107(c)(5) of the Natural Gas 
Policy Act of 1978 to designate certain 
types of natural gas as high-cost gas 
where the Commission determines that 
the gas is produced under conditions 
which present extraordinary risks or 
costs. Under section 107(c)(5), the 
Commission issued a final regulation 
designating natural gas produced from 
tight formations as high-cost gas which 
may receive an incentive price (18 CFR 
271.703). This rule established 
procedures for jurisdictional agencies to 
submit to the Commission 
recommendations of areas for 
designation as tight formations. This 
final order adopts the recommendation 
of the Colorado Oil and Gas 
Conservation Commission that the 
Mancos “B” be designated as a tight 
formation under § 271.703(d). 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule is effective 
November 22, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leslie Lawner, (202) 357-8511 or Victor 
Zabel (202) 357-8616. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Issued: November 22, 1982. 

The Commission hereby amends 
§ 271.703(d) of its regulations to include 
the Mancos “B” Formation located in 
Rio Blanco County, Colorado, as a 
designated tight formation eligible for 
incentive pricing under § 271.703: The 


amendment was proposed in a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking by the Director, 
Office of Pipeline and Producer 
Regulation, issued July 23, 1982 (47 FR 
32730, July 29,1982), based on a 
recommendation by the Colorado Oil 
and Gas Conservation Commission 
(Coloradg) in accordance with § 271.703, 
that the Mancos “B” Formation be 
designated as a tight formation 

Evidence submitted by Colorado 
supports the assertion that the Mancos 
“B” Formation meets the guidelines 
contained in § 271.703(c)(2). The 
Commission adopts the Colorado 
recommendation. 

This amendment shall become 
effective immediately. The Commission 
has found that the public interest 
dictates that new natural gas supplies 
be developed on an expedited basis, 
and, therefore, incentive prices should 
be made available as soon as possible. 
The need to make incentive prices 
immediately available establishes good 
cause to waive the thirty-day 
publication period. 


List of Subjects in 18 CFR Part 271 


Natural gas, Incentive price, Tight 
formations. 

(Department of Energy Organization Act, 42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seg.; Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. 3301-3432; Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 553) 

In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
271 of Subchapter H, Chapter I, Code of 
Federal Regulations, is amended as set 
forth below, effective November 22, 
1982. 

By the Commission. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


PART 271—[ AMENDED] 


Section 271.703(d) is amended by 
revising subparagraph (112) to read as 
follows: 


§ 271.703 Tight formations. 


* * * 


(d) Designated tight formations. 


* 


(112) Mancos “B” Formation in 
Colorado. RM79-76-126 (Colorado-27). 

(i) Delineation of formation. The 
Mancos “B” Formation is located in the 
Douglas Creek Arch area of western 
Colorado, in Rio Blanco County. The 
Mancos “B” Formation underlies 
Township 1 North, Range 101 West, 
Sections 17 through 20 and 29 through 
32; Township 1 North, Range 102 West, 
Section 7 through 9 and 13 through 36; 


‘Comments were invited on the proposed rule 
and one favorable comment was received. No party 
requested a hearing and no hearing was held. 
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Townships 1 North and 1 South, Range 
103 West, all sections; Townships 1 
North and 1 South, Range 104 West, 
Sections 1 through 3, 10 through 15, 22 
through 27, and 34 through 36; Township 
1 South, Range 102 West, Sections 1 
through 10, 16 through 21, and 28 through 
33; Township 2 South, Range 102 West, 
Sections 4 through 6; Township 2 South, 
Range 103 West, Sections 1 through 6, 
17, 18, 20, 29, 32, and 33; and Township 2 
South, Range 104 West, Sections 1 
through 3 and 10 through 15. 

(ii) Depth. The Mancos “B” Formation 
ranges in thickness from 150 to 325 feet. 
The average depth to the top of the 
Mancos “B” Formation is 3,000 feet. 

(FR Doc. 82-32392 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


18 CFR Part 271 


[Docket No. RM79-76-114 (Texas-23); 
Order No. 267] 


High-Cost Gas Produced From Tight 
Formations 


AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, DOE. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission is authorized by 
section 107(c)(5) of the Natural Gas 
Policy Act of 1978 to designate certain 
types of natural gas as high-cost gas 
where the Commission determines that 
the gas is produced under conditions 
which present extraordinary risks or 
costs. Under section 107(c)(5), the 
Commission issued a final regulation 
designating natural gas produced from 
tight formations as high-cost gas which 
may receive an incentive price (18 CFR 
271.703). This rule established 
procedures for jurisdictional agencies to 
submit to the Commission 
recommendations of areas for 
designation as tight formations. This 
final order adopts the recommendation 
of the Railroad Commission of Texas 
that the Clearfork Formation be 
designated as a tight formation under 
§ 271.703(d). 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule is effective 
November 22, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leslie Lawner, (202) 357-8511 or Walter 
Lawson, (202) 357-8556. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Issued: November 22, 1982. 

The Commission hereby amends 
§ 271.703(d) of its regulations to include 
the Clearfork Formation in Pecos 
County, Texas as a designated tight 
formation eligible for incentive pricing 
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under § 271.703. The amendment was 
proposed in a Notice of’ Proposed 
Rulemaking by the Director, Office of 
Pipeline and Producer Regulation, issued 
May 25, 1982 (47 FR 23752, June 1, 1982) 
based on a recommendation by the 
Railroad Commission of Texas (Texas) 
in accordance with § 271.703, that the 
Clearfork Formation be designated as a 
tight formation. 

Evidence submitted by Texas 
supports the assertion that the Clearfork 
Formation meets the guidelines 
contained in § 271.703(c)(2). The 
Commission adopts the Texas 
recommendation. 

This amendment shall become 
effective immediately. The Commission 
has found that the public interest 
dictates that new natural gas supplies 
be developed on an expedited basis, 
and, therefore, incentive prices should 
be made available as soon as possible. 
The need to make incentive prices * 
immediately available establishes good 
cause to waive the thirty-day 
publication period. 


List of Subjects in 18 CFR Part 271 


Natural gas, Incentive price, Tight 
formations. 
(Department of Energy Organization Act, 42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.; Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. 3301-3432; Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 553) 


In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
271 of Subchapter H, Chapter I, Code of 
Federal Regulations, is amended as set 
forth below, effective November 22, 1982 


By the Commission. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary 


PART 271—[ AMENDED] 


Section 271.703(d) is amended by 
adding a new subparagraph (113) to 
read as follows: 


§ 271.703 Tight formation. 


* . * * * 


(d) Designated tight formation. 
(113) The Clearfork Formation in 
Texas. RM79-76-114 (Texas-23). 

(i) Delineation of formation. The 
Clearfork Formation is found in Pecos 
County, Texas. The designated area is 
located approximately 12 miles 
southeast of the City of Imperial, Texas, 
within the H&TC RR Block 2 and H&GN 
RR Block 9 Surveys. 

(ii) Depth. The top of the Clearfork 
Formation ranges from a measured 


‘Comments were invited on the proposed rule 
and one comment supporting the recommendation 
was received. No party requested a hearing and no 
hearing was held. 


depth of 2,900 feet in the west to 3,000 
feet in the east. A typical Clearfork 
section occurs between the measured 
depths of 2, 895 feet and 4,124 feet, on 
the well log of the George T. Abell No. 
1-A Well. 

[FR Doc. 82-32393 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILING CODE 6717-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 


21 CFR Parts 74, 81, and 82 
[Docket No. 82N-0307] 


D&C Red No. 27 and D&C Red No. 28; 
Confirmation of Effective Date 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule; confirmation of 
effective date. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is confirming the 
effective date of October 29, 1982, for 
regulations that permanently list D&C 
Red No. 27 and D&C Red No. 28 as color 
additives for general use in drugs and 
cosmetics. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mary W. Lipien, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
334), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
472-5740. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FDA 
published a final rule in the Federal 
Register of September 28, 1982 (47 FR 
42566), that amended the color additive 
regulations by “permanently” listing 
D&C Red No. 27 under §§ 74.1327 and 
74.2327 (21 CFR 74.1327 and 74.2327) and 
D&C Red No. 28 under §§ 74.1328 and 
74.2328 (21 CFR 74.1328 and 74.2328). 
The final rule also amended § 81.1(b) (21 
CFR 81.1(b)) by removing D&C Red No. 
27 and D&C Red No. 28 from the 
provisional lists of color additives and 

§ 81.27(d) (21 CFR 81.27(d)) by removing 
D&C Red No. 27 and D&C Red No. 28 
from the conditions of provisional 


* listing. Additionally, the final rule 


aménded § 82.1327 (21 CFR 82.1327) for 
D&C Red No. 27 to conform the identity 
and specifications to the requirements of 
§ 74.1327(a)(1) and (b) (21 CFR 
74.1327(a)(1) and (b)) and amended 

§ 82.1328 (21 CFR 82.1328) for D&C Red 
No. 28 to conform the identity and 
specifications to the requirements of 

§ 74.1328(a)(1) and (b) (21 CFR 
74.1328(a)(1) and (b)). 

FDA gave interested persons until 
October 28, 1982, to file objections. The 
agency did not receive any objections or 
requests for a hearing on any aspect of 
the final rule. Therefore, FDA concludes 


that the final rule published on 
September 28, 1982, for D&C Red No. 27 
and D&C Red No. 28 should be 
confirmed. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR 
21 CFR Part 74 


Color additives, Color additives 
subject to certification, Cosmetics, 


Drugs. 
21 CFR Part 81 


Color additives, Color additives 
provisional list, Cosmetics, Drugs. 


21 CFR Part 82 


Color additives, Color additives lakes, 
Color additives provisional list, 
Cosmetics, Drugs. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 701 and 
706(b), (c), and (d), 52 Stat. 1055-1056 as 
amended, 74 Stat. 399-403 (21 U.S.C. 371 
and 376(b), (c), and (d))) and the 
Transitional Provisions of the Color 
Additive Amendments of 1960 (Title II, 
Pub. L. 86-618, sec. 203, 74 Stat. 404—407 
(21 U.S.C. 376, note)) and under 
authority delegated to the Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), notice 
is given that no objections or requests 
for hearing were filed in response to the 
September 28, 1982 final rule. 
Accordingly, the amendments 
promulgated thereby became effective 
on October 29, 1982. 

Dated: November 17, 1982. 

William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 82-32179 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 172 
[Docket No. 81F-0081] 


Food Additives Permitted for Direct 
Addition to Food for Human 
Consumption; Fish Protein Isolate 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is removing those 
portions of the regulation on fish protein 
isolate that prescribe microbiological 
limitations for this substance when it is 
used as a food supplement. The agency 
is removing the microbiological 
limitations until it has had an 
opportunity to review the results of a 
National Academy of Sciences study. 
This action is based on objections that 
the agency received on a regulation 
published in the Federal Register of July 
24, 1981 (46 FR 38072). 
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pate: Effective November 26, 1982; 
objections by December 27, 1982. 
ADDRESS: Written objections may be 
sent to the Dockets Management Branch 
(HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Garnett R. Higginbotham, Bureau of 
Foods (HFF-334), Food and Drug 
Administration, 200 C St. SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20204, 202-472-5690. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of April 3, 1981 (46 FR 20303), FDA 
announced that a food additive petition 
(FAP 1A3538) had been filed on behalf 
of Concentrados Marinos, S.A., P.O. 
Box/Casilla 4441, Lima 100, Peru, 
proposing that 21 CFR Part 172 be 
amended by adding a new section to 
provide for the use of fish protein isolate 
as a food supplement. In the Federal 
Register of July 24, 1981 (46 FR 38072), 
FDA issued a final rule establishing 

§ 172.340 Fish protein isolate (21 CFR 
172.340) to provide for the use of this 
additive as a food supplement. 

During the 30-day objection period, 
FDA received three objections. The 
objections came from the National Food 
Processors Association, 1133 Twentieth 
St. NW., Washington, DC; the National 
Fisheries Institute, 1101 Connecticut 
Ave. NW., Washington, DC; and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Washington, DC. They 
objected to the establishment of 
microbiological standards for fish 
protein isolate. The National Marine 
Fisheries Service requested a hearing on 
the subject of microbiological standards 
for this additive if FDA did not agree 
with its recomendations. 


The objectors pointed out that the U.S. 


Department of Agriculture, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, and FDA are 
currently funding a study by the 
National Adcademy of Sciences (NAS) 
to review microbiological criteria for 
foodstuffs and to recommend to the 
appropriate Federal agencies a logical 
and sound scientific basis for such 
criteria. They argued that the agency 
should not establish microbiological 
limitations until this study is completed, 
and the agency has had an opportunity 
to consider NAS’s recommendations. 
FDA has reviewed the issues raised 
by the objectors. The agency believes 
that even though the NAS study will not 
specifically address the food additive 


evaluation process, it will provide 
important guidance for issuing 
appropriate specifications. Therefore, 
FDA has decided to delete the 
microbiological specifications from 

§ 172.340(b}(5) until it has had an 
opportunity to study them in light of the 
guidance that NAS provides. 

FDA has concluded that there will be 
no adverse effect on the public health if 
these specifications are deleted at this 
time. FDA will continue to develop fish 
protein isolate microbiological 
standards while NAS completes its 
study, and the agency can take 
regulatory action under the adulteration 
provisions of section 402 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
342) if it encounters contaminated lots of 
the product while the standards are 
being developed. 

Based on the foregoing reasons, 
pursuant to 21 CFR 12.26, FDA is 
deleting subparagraph (b)(5) of 
§ 172.340. Because the agency is 
modifying the regulation in response to 
the objections, there is no reason to 
grant a hearing. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 172 


Food additives, Food preservatives, 
Spices and flavorings. 


PART 172—FOOD ADDITIVES 
PERMITTED FOR DIRECT ADDITION 
TO FOOD FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION 


§ 172.340 [Amended] 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 201(s), 
409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissioner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), §172.340 Fish 
protein isolate is amended by removing 
paragraph (b)(5). 

Any person who will be adversely 
affected by the foregoing amendment to 
the regulation may at any time on or 
before December 27, 1982, submit to the 
Dockets Management Branch (address 
above), written objections thereto and 
may make a written request for public 
hearing on the stated objections. Each 
objection shall be separately numbered, 
and each numbered objection shall 
specify with particularity the provision 
of the regulation to which objection is 
made. Each numbered objection on 
which a hearing is requested shall 
specifically so state; failure to request a 
hearing for any particular objection 
shall constitute a waiver of the right to a 
hearing on that objection. Each 


numbered objection for which a hearing 
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is requested shall include a detailed 
description an analysis of the specific 
factual information intended to be 
presented in support of the objection in 
the event that a hearing is held; failure 
to include such a description and 
analysis for any particular objection 
shall constitute a waiver of the right to a 
hearing on the objection. Three copies of 
all documents shall be submitted and 
shall be identified with the docket 
number found in brackets in the heading 


| of the regulation. Received objections 
' may be seen in the office above between 
_ 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through 


Friday. 

Effective date. This regulation shall 
become effective November 26, 1982. 
(Secs. 201(s), 409, 72 Stat. 1784-1778 as 
amended (21 U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) 

Dated: November 17, 1982. 

William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 82-32178 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 176 
[Docket No. 81F-0025] 


indirect Food Additives: Components 
of Paper and Paperboard in Contact 
With Aqueous and Fatty Foods 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) amends the food 
additive regulations to provide for the 
safe use of polyamine-epichlorohydrin 
resin as a wet strength agent for use in 
paper and paperboard that contact food. 
This action is in response to a petition 
filed by Monsanto Co. 

DATES: Effective November 26, 1982; 
objections by December 27, 1982. 


ADDRESS: Written objections to the 
Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 
305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm. 
4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James B. Lamb, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
334), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
472-5690. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of March 20, 1981 (46 FR 17886), FDA 
announced that a petition (FAP 8B3419) 
had been filed by Monsanto Co., 800 N. 
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Lindbergh Blvd., St. Louis, MO 63166, 
proposing that § 176.170 Components 
of paper and paperboard in contact with 
aqueous and fatty foods (21 CFR 
176.170) be amended to provide for the 
safe use of polyamine-epichlorohydrin 
resin as a wet strength agent in paper 
and paperboard that contact foods. 

FDA has evaluated the data in the 
petition and other relevant material and 
concludes that the proposed food 
additive use is safe and that the 
regulations should be amended as set 
forth below. 

In accordance with § 171.1(h) (21 CFR 
171.1(h)), the petition and documents 
that FDA considered and relied upon in 
reaching its decision to approve the 
petition are available for inspection at 
the Bureau of Foods (address above) by 
appointment with the contact person 
listed above. As provided in 
§ 171.1(h)(2), the agency will remove 
from the documents any materials that 
are not available for public disclosure 
before making the documents available 
for inspection. 

The agency has carefully considered 
the potential environmental effects of 
this action and has concluded that the 
action will not have a significant impact 
on the human environment and that an. 
environmental impact statement 
therefore will not be prepared. The 
agency's finding of no significant impact 
and the evidence supporting this finding 
may be seen in the Dockets 
Management Branch (HFA-305), Food 
and Drug Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 176 


Food additives, Food packaging, Paper 
and paperboard. 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 201(s), 
409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 321(d), 348)) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissioner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), Part 176 is 
amended in § 176.170(a)(5) by 
alphabetically inserting a new item in 
the list of substances to read as follows: 


PART 176—INDIRECT FOOD 
ADDITIVES: PAPER AND 
PAPERBOARD COMPONENTS 


§ 176.170 Components of paper and 
paperboard in contact with aqueous and 
fatty foods. 

(a) * * * 

(5) * ne * 





content of 6.6-7.9 percent and 
a chlorine content of 23.0- 
26.6 percent, on a dry basis, 
and a minimum viscosity, in 25 
percent by weight aqueous so- 
lution, of 50 centipoises at 20° 
C, as determined on a Brook- 
field HAT model viscometer 
using a No. 1H spindle at 50 
r.p.m. (or equivalent method). 
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Any person who will be adversely 
affected by the foregoing regulation may 
at any time on or before December 27, 
1982, submit to the Dockets Management 
Branch (address above) written 


' objections thereto and may make a 


written request for public hearing on the 
stated objections. Each objection shall 
be separately numbered and each 
numbered objection shall specify with 
particularity the provision of the 
regulation to which objection is made. 
Each numbered objection on which a 
hearing is requested shall specifically so 
state; failure to request a hearing for any 
particular objection shall constitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on that 
objection. Each numbered objection for 
which a hearing is requested shall 
include a detailed description and 
analysis of the specific factual 
information intended to be presented in 
support of the objection in the event that 
a hearing is held; failure to include such 
a description and analysis for any 
particular objection shall constitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on the 
objection. Three copies of all doucments 
shall be submitted and shall be 
identified with the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
regulation. Received objections may be 
seen in the office above between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
Effective date. This regulation shall 
become effective November 26, 1982. 


(Sec. 201(s), 409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as 
amended (21 U.S.C. 321 (s), 348)) 
Dated: November 23, 1982. 


William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 82-32539 Filed 11-23-82; 1:05 pm] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 177 
[Docket No. 81F-0161) 


indirect Food Additives; Polymers; 
Polyethylene Phthalate Polymers 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is amending the 
food additive regulations to provide for 
the safe use of 1,4-benzenedicarboxylic 
acid, dimethyl ester, polymer with 1,4- 
butanediol and a-hydro-omega- 
hydroxypoly)oxy-1,4-butanediyl), as a 
polymer mcdifier in polyethylene 
terephthalate film intended for use in 
contact with food. This action responds 
to a petition filed by Springborn Institute 
for Bioresearch, Inc. 

DATES: Effective November 26, 1982; 
objections by December 27, 1982. 
ADDRESS: Written objections to the 
Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 
305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm. 
4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Blondell Anderson, Bureau of Foods 
(HFF-334), Food and Drug 
Administration, 200 C St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20204, 202-472-5740. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of June 16, 1981 (46 FR 31519) and 
corrected in the issues of August 4, 1981 
(46 FR 39681) and August 21, 1981 (46 FR 
42531), FDA announced that a food 
additive petition (FAP 1B3557) had been 
filed on behalf of Bioresearch, Inc., 
Spencerville, OH 45887, proposing that 
§ 177.1630 Polyethylene phthalate 
polymers (21 CFR 177.1630) be amended 
to provide for the safe use of the 
polyester elastomer, 1,4- 
benzenedicarboxylic acid, dimethyl 
ester, polymer with 1,4-butanediol and 
a-hydro-omega-hydroxypoly(oxy-1,4- 
butanediyl), as a polymer modifier in 
polyethylene terephthalate film intended 
for use in contact with food. 

FDA has evaluated data in the 
petition and other relevant material and 
concludes that the proposed food 
additive use is safe and that the 
regulations should be amended as set 
forth below. 

In accordance with § 171.1(h) (21 CFR 
171.1(h)), the petition and the documents 
that FDA considered and relied upon in 
reaching its decision to approve the 
petition are available for inspection at 
the Bureau of Foods (address above) by 
appointment with the information 
contact person listed above. As 
provided in § 171.1(h)(2), the agency will 
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delete from the documents any materials 
that are not available for public 
disclosure before making the documents 
available for inspection. 

The agency has carefully considered 
the potential environmental effects of 
this action and has concluded that the 
action will not have a significant impact 
on the human environment and that an 
environmental impact statement 
therefore will not be prepared. The 
agency’s finding of no significant impact 
and the evidence supporting this finding, 
contained in an environmental impact 
analysis report (pursuant to 21 CFR 
25.1(j)), may be seen in the Dockets 
Management Branch (address above), 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 177 


Food additives, Polymeric food 
packaging. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 201(s), 
409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissioner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), Part 177 is 
amended in § 177.1630 by adding new 
paragraph (e)(4)(v), to read as follows: 


PART 177—INDIRECT FOOD 
ADDITIVES: POLYMERS 


§ 177.1630 Polyethylene phthalate 
polymers. 


BR» @ 


(e) 

(4) e ¢.-@ 

(v) Modifier: 

1,4-benzenedicarboxylic acid, dimethy] ester, 
polymer with 1,4-butanediol and a-hydro- 
omega-hydroxypoly(oxy-1,4-butanediy]) 

CAS Reg. No. 9078-71-1) meeting the 

following specifications: 

Melting point: 200° to 215° C as determined 
by ASTM method D2117-62T, “Tentative 
Method of Test for Melting Point of 
Semicrystalline Polymers” (issued 1962), 
which is incorporated by reference. 
Copies are available from University 
Microfilms International, 300 N. Zeeb 
Rd., Ann Arbor, MI 48106, or available 
for inspection at the Office of the Federal _ 
Register, 1100 L St. NW., Washington, DC 


20408. 

Density: 1.15 to 1.20 as determined by 
ASTM method D1505-68, “Test for 
Density of Plastics—Gradient 
Technique” (revised 1968), which is 
incorporated by reference. Copies are 
available from University Microfilms 
International, 300 N. Zeeb Rd., Ann 
Arbor, MI 48106, or available for 
inspection at the Office of the Federal 
Register, 1100 L St. NW., Washington, DC 
20408 


The modifier is used at a level not to 
exceed 5 percent by weight of 
polyethylene terephthalate film. The 
average thickness of the finished film 


shall not exceed 0.016 millimeter (0.0006 
inch). 

Any person who will be adversely 
affected by the foregoing regulation may 
at any time on or before December 27, 
1982, submit to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, written 
objections thereto and may make a 
written request for a public hearing on 
the stated objections. Each objection 
shall be separately numbered and each 
numbered objection shall specify with 
particularity the provision of the 
regulation to which objection is made. 
Each numbered objection on which a 
hearing is requested shall specifically so 
state; failure to request a hearing for any 
particular objection shall constitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on that 
objection. Each numbered objection for 
which a hearing is requested shall 
include a detailed description and 
analysis of the specific factual 
information intended to be presented in 
support of the objection in the event that 
a hearing is held; failure to include such 
a description and analysis for any 
particular objection shall consitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on the 
objection. Three copies of all documents 
shall be submitted and shall be 
identified with the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
regulation. Received objections may be 
seen in the office above between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Effective date. This regulation shall 
become effective November 26, 1982. 
(Secs. 201(s), 409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as 
amended (21 U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) 

Dated: November 18, 1982. 

William F. Randolph, 
Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 


Note.—Incorporation by reference 
provisions approved by the Director of the 
Office of the Federal Register on March 31, 
1982, and is on file at the Office of the 
Federal Register. 


[FR Doc. 82-32181 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 178 
[Docket No. 81F-0360] 
indirect Food Additives: Adjuvants, 


Production Aids, and Sanitizers; 
Disodium EDTA 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 
SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 


Administration (FDA) is amending the 
food additive regulations to provide for 


4 
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the safe use of disodium EDTA 
(ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid, 
disodium salt) as a chelating agent and 
sequestrant in lubricants with incidental 
food contact. This action responds to a 
petition filed by Heinrich Fischer & Co. 


DATES: Effective November 26, 1982; 
objections by December 27, 1982. 


ADDRESS: Written objections to the 
Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 
305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm. 
4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Julia L. Ho, Bureau of Foods (HFF-334), 
Food and Drug Administration, 200 C St. 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20204, 202-472- 
5690. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of December 11, 1981 (46 FR 60651), FDA 
announced that a food additive petition 
(FAP 2B3588) had been filed by Heinrich 
Fisher & Co., 8180 Corporate Park Drive, 
Cincinnati, OH 45242, proposing that the 
food additive regulations be amended in 
Part 178 (21 CFR Part 178) to provide for 
the safe use of disodium EDTA as a 
component of lubricants with incidental 
food contact. 

FDA has evaluated the data in the 
petition and other relevant material and 
concludes that the proposed food 
additive use is safe and that the 
regulations should be amended as set 
forth below. 

In accordance with § 171.1(h) (21 CFR 
171.1(h)), the petition and the documents 
that FDA considered and relied upon in 
reaching its decision to approve the 
petition are available for inspection at 
the Bureau of Foods (address above) by 
appointment with the information 
contact person listed above. As 
provided in § 171.1(h)(2), the agency will 
remove from the documents any 
materials that are not available for 
public disclosure before making the 
documents available for inspection. 

The agency has carefully considered 
the potential environmental effects of 
this action and has concluded that the 
action will not have a significant impact 
on the human environment and that an 
environmental impact statement, 
therefore, is not required. The agency's 
finding of no significant impact and the 
evidence supporting that finding may be 
seen in the Dockets Management Branch 
(address above) between 9 a.m: and 4 
p.m., Monday through Friday. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 178 
Food additives, Food packaging, 
Sanitizing solutions. 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 201(s), 
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409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissioner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), Part 178 is 
amended in § 178.3570(a)(3) by 
alphabetically inserting a new item in 
the list of substances, to read as follows: 


PART 178—INDIRECT FOOD 
ADDITIVES: ADJUVANTS, 
PRODUCTION AIDS, AND SANITIZERS 


§ 178.3570 Lubricants with incidental food 
contact. 


* * * * 


(a) * * * 
(3) * * * 


Substances 


Disodium EDTA (CAS Reg. For use only as a chelating 
No. 139-33-3). agent and at 


a tevel not to exceed 0.06 


percent by weight of lubri- 
cant at final use dilution. 


* * * * 


Any person who will be adversely 
affected by the foregoing regulation may 
at any time on or before December 27, 
1982, submit to the Dockets Management 
Branch (address above) written 
objections thereto and may make a 
written request for a public hearing on 
the stated objections. Each objection 
shall be separately numbered and each 
numbered objection shall specify with 
particularity the provision of the 
regulation to which objection is made. 
Each numbered objection on which a 
hearing is requested shall specifically so 
state; failure to request a hearing for any 
particular objection shall constitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on that 
objection. Each numbered objection for 
which a hearing is requested shall 
include a detailed description and 
analysis of the specific factual 
information intended to be presented in 
support of the objection in the event that 
a hearing is held; failure to include such 
a description and analysis for any 
particular objection shall constitute a 
waiver of the right to a hearing on the 
objection. Three copies of all documents 
shall be submitted and shall be 
identified with the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
regulation. Received objections may be 
seen in the office above between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Effective date. This regulation 
becomes effective November 26, 1982. 


(Secs. 201(s), 409, 72 Stat. 1784-1788 as 
amended (21 U.S.C. 321(s), 348)) - 


Dated: November 17, 1982. 
William F. Randolph, 
Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 82-32174 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 178 
[Docket No. 81-F-0398] 


Indirect Food Additives; Adjuvants, 
Production Aids, and Sanitizers, 
Hexadecy]l 3, 5-Di-Tert-Butyl-4- 
Hydroxybenzoate 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 82-28800 appearing at page 
47005 of the issue for Friday, October 22, 
1982, in the table, under the heading 
“Substances”, the CAS Reg. No. should 
read “67845-93-6”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-1-M 


21 CFR Parts 430, 436, and 440 
[Docket No. 82N-0306] 


Antibiotic Drugs; Sterile Aziocillin 
Sodium 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is amending the 
antibiotic drug regulations to provide for 
the inclusion of accepted standards for a 
new antibiotic drug, sterile azlocillin 
sodium. The manufacturer has supplied 
sufficient data and information to 
establish its safety and efficacy. 

DATES: Effective November 26, 1982; 
comments, notice of participation, and 
request for hearing by December 27, 
1982; data, information, and analyses to 
justify a hearing by January 25, 1983. 
ADDRESS: Written comments to the 
Dockets Management Branch (HFA- 
305), “ood and Drug Administration, Rm. 
4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 
20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joan M. Eckert, National Center for 
Drugs and Biologics (HFN-140), Food 
and Drug Administration, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443- 
4290. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FDA has 
evaluated data submitted in accordance 
with regulations promulgated under 
section 507 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 357), as 
amended, with respect to a request for 
approval of a new antibiotic drug, sterile 
azlocillin sodium. The ageny has 
concluded that the data supplied by the 
manufacturer concerning this antibiotic 
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drug are adequate to establish its safety 
and efficacy when used as directed in 
the labeling and that the regulations 
should be amended in Parts 430, 436, 
and 440 (21 CFR Parts 430, 436, and 440) 
to provide for the inclusion of accepted 
standards for the product. 


The agency has determined pursuant 
to 21 CFR 25.24(b)(22) (Proposed 
December 11, 1979; 44 FR 71742) that this 
action is of a type that does not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant impact on the human 
environment. Therefore, neither an 
environmental assessment nor an 
environmental impact statement is 
required. 


List of Subjects 
21 CFR Part 430 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Antibiotics. 


21 CFR Part 436 
Antibiotics. 
21 CFR Part 440 


Antibiotics, penicillin. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 507, 701 
(f) and (g), 52 Stat. 1055-1056 as 
amended, 59 Stat. 463 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 357, 371 (f) and (g))) and under 
authority delegated to the Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs 21 CFR 5.10), Parts 
430, 436, and 440 are amended as 
follows: 


PART 430—ANTIBIOTIC DRUGS; 
GENERAL 


1. Part 430 is amended: 

a. In § 430.5, by adding new 
paragraphs (a)(75) and (b)(75) to read as 
follows: 


§ 430.5 Definitions of master and working 
standards. 

(a) * * & 

(75) Az/ocillin. The term “azlocillin 
master standard” means a specific lot of 
azlocillin that is designated by the 
Commissioner as the standard of 
comparison in determining the potency 
of the azlocillin working standard. 

(b) * * * 

(75) Aziocillin. The term “‘azlocillin 
working standard” means a specific lot 
of a homogeneous preparation of 
azlocillin. 

b. In § 430.6, by adding new paragraph 
(b)(78) to read as follows: 


§ 430.6 ‘Definitions of the terms “unit” and 
“microgram” as applied to antibiotic 
substances. 


* * * * * 


(b) * oe -é 





(78) Az/ocillin. The term “microgram” 
applied to azlocillin means the azlocillin 
activity (potency) contained in 1.128 
micrograms of the azlocillin master 
standard. 


PART 436—TESTS AND METHODS OF 
ASSAY OF ANTIBIOTIC AND 
ANTIBIOTIC-CONTAINING DRUGS 


2. Part 436 is amended by adding new 
§ 436.336 to read as follows: 


§ 436.336 Thin layer chromatographic 
identity test for aziocillin. 

(a) Equipment.—_{1) Chromatography 
tank. A rectangular tank, approximately 
23 centimeters long, 23 centimeters high, 
and 9 centimeters wide, equipped with a 
glass solvent trough in the bottom and a 
tight-fitting cover for the top. 

(2) Jodine vapor chamber. A 
rectangular tank approximately 23 
centimeters long, 23 centimeters high, 
and 9 centimeters wide, with a suitable 
cover, containing iodine crystals. 

(3) Plates. Use 20 x 20 centimeter thin 
layer chromatography plates coated 
with Silica Gel G or equivalent to a 
thickness of 250 microns, 

(b) Reagents.—(1) Buffer. Dissolve 
9.078 grams of potassium phosphate, 
monobasic (KH2PQ,) in sufficient 
distilled water to make 1,000 milliliters 
(solution A). Dissolve 17.88 grams of 
sodium phosphate, dibasic, 
heptahydrate (NazHPO,.7H2O) in 
sufficient distilled water to make 1,000 
. milliliters (solution B). Place 12.1 
milliliters of solution B into a 100- 
milliliter volumetric flask and dilute to 
volume with solution A. 

(2) Developing solvent. Place 50 
milliliters of n-butyl acetate, 9 milliliters 
of n-butanol, 25 milliliters of glacial 
acetic acid, and 15 milliliters of buffer 
into a separatory funnel. Shake well and 
allow the layers to separate. Discard the 
lower phase and use the upper phase as 
the developing solvent. 

(c) Preparation of spotting solutions. 
Prepare solutions of the sample and 
working standard, each containing 20 
milligrams of azlocillin per milliliter in 
distilled water. 

(d) Procedure. Pour developing 
solvent into the glass trough on the 
bottom of the chromatography tank to a 
depth of about 1 centimeter. Use the 
chamber immediately. Prepare plate as 
follows: Apply spotting solutions on a 
line 2.5 centimeters from the base of the 
silica gel plate and at points 2.0 
centimeters apart: Apply approximately 
10 microliters of the working standard 
solution to points 1 and 3. When these 
spots are dry, apply approximately 10 
microliters of sample solution to points 2 
and 3. Place spotted plate in a 
desiccator until solvent has evaporated 


from spots. Place the plate into the glass 
trough at the bottom of the 
chromatography tank. Cover the tank. 
Allow the solvent to travel about 15 
centimeters from the starting line. 
Remove the plate from the tank and 
allow to air dry. Warm the iodine vapor 
chamber to vaporize the iodine crystals 
and place the dry plate in the iodine 
vapor chamber until the spots are 
visible, usually about 10 minutes. 

(e) Evaluation. Measure the distance 
the solvent front traveled from the 
starting line and the distance the spots 
are from the starting line. Calculate the 
R, value by dividing the latter by the 
former. The azlocillin sample and the - 
standard should have spots of 
corresponding A; values (approximately 
0.4), and standard and sample combined 
should appear as a single spot for 
azlocillin. The penicilloate and 
penilloate of azlocillin as well as 
ampicillin appear as additional spots 
with A, values of approximately 0.15, 0.3, 
and 0.25, respectively. 


PART 440—PENICILLIN ANTIBIOTIC 
DRUGS 


3. Part 440 is amended: 
a. By adding new § 440.1a to read as 
follows: ; 


§ 440.1a Sterile aziocillin sodium. 

(a) Requirements for certification.— 
(1) Standards of identity, strength, 
quality, and purity. Sterile azlocillin 
sodium is the sodium salt of 4-thia-1- 
azabicyclo[3.2.0]heptane-2-carboxylic 
acid, 3,3-dimethyl-7-oxo-6-[[[[(2-oxo-1- 
imidazolidinyl)carbonyl]amino]phenylac 
-etylJamino]- [2S-[2a,68(S*)]]-. It is so 
purified and dried that: 

(i) If the azlocillin sodium is not 
packaged for dispensing, its azlocillin 
content is not less than 859 micrograms 
and not more than 1,000 micrograms of 
azlocillin per milligram on an anhydrous 
basis. If the azlocillin sodium is 
packaged for dispensing, its azlocillin 
content is not less than 859 micrograms 
and not more than 1,000 micrograms of 
azlocillin per milligram on an anhydrous 
basis and also, each container contains 
not less than 90 percent and not more 
than 115 percent of the number of 
milligrams of azlocillin that it is 
represented to contain. 

(ii) It is sterile. 

(iii) It is nonpyrogenic. 

(iv) Its moisture content is not more 
than 2.5 percent. 

(v) Its pH in an aqueous solution 
containing 100 milligrams of azlocillin 
per milliliter is not less than 6.0 and not 
more than 8.0. 

(vi) Its specifiic rotation in an aqueous 
solution containing 10 milligrams of 
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azlocillin per milliliter is +170° to 
+200°. 

(vii) It gives a positive identity test for 
azlocillin. 

(2) Labeling. It shall be labeled in 
accordance with the requirements of 
§ 432.5 of this chapter. 

(3) Requests for certification; samples. 
In addition to complying with the 
requirements of § 431.1 of this chapter, 
each such request shall contain: 

(i) Results of tests and assays on the 
batch for potency, sterility, pyrogens, 
moisture, pH, specific rotation, and 
identity. 

(ii) Samples, if required by the 
Director, National Center for Drugs and 
Biologics: 

(a) If it is packaged for repacking or 
for use in the manufacture of another 


(2) For all tests except sterility: 10 
packages, each containing 
approximately 300 milligrams; and 5 
packages, each containing 
approximately 1 gram. 

(2) For sterility testing: 20 packages, 
each containing approximately 300 
milligrams. 

(d) If it is packaged for dispensing: 

(1) For all tests except sterility: A 
minimum of 15 immediate containers. 

(2) For sterility testing: 20 immediate 
containers, collected at regular intervals 
throughout each filling operation. 

(b) Tests and methods of assay.—(1) 
Potency. Proceed as directed in 
§ 442.40(b)(1)(ii) of this chapter, except: 

(i) Dilute Brij 35 solution. In lieu of the 
hydroxylamine hydrochloride solution 
described in § 442.40(b)(1)(ii)(b)(2) of 
this chapter, use dilute Brij 35 solution in 
the reference channel. Prepare dilute 
Brij 35 solution as follows: Place 1 
milliliter of Brij 35, 30 percent solution, 
into a 1-liter volumetric flask containing 
900 milliliters of distilled water. Swirl 
gently and dilute to volume slowly with 
distilled water. Mix well. 

(ii) Buffer. In lieu of the buffer 
described in § 442.40(b)(1)(ii)(b)(2) of 
this chapter, use the buffer prepared as 
follows: Dissolve 200 grams of primary 
standard tris (hydroxymethyl) 
aminomethane in sufficient distilled 
water to make 1 liter. Filter before use. 

(iii) Preparation of working standard 
solution. Dissolve and dilute an 
accurately weighed portion of the 
azlocillin working standard with 
sufficient distilled water to obtain a 
concentration of 1.0 milligram of 
azlocillin per milliliter. 

(iv) Preparation of sample solutions.— 
(a) Product not packaged for dispensing 
(micrograms of azlocillin per milligram). 
Dissolve and dilute an accurately 
weighed portion of the sample with 
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sufficient distilled water to obtain a 
stock solution of 1.0 milligram of 
azlocillin per milliliter (estimated). 

(b) Product packaged for dispensing. 
Determine both micrograms of azlocillin 
per milligram of the sample and 
milligrams of azlocillin per container. 
Use separate containers for preparation 
of each sample solution as described in 
paragraph (b)(1)(iv)(b)(2) and (2) of this 
section. 

(1) Micrograms of azlocillin per 
milligram. Dissolve and dilute an 
accurately weighed portion of the 
sample with sufficient distilled water to 
obtain a stock solution of 1.0 milligram 
of azlocillin per milliliter (estimated). 

(2) Milligrams of azlocillin per 
container. Reconstitute as directed in 
the labeling using distilled water in lieu 
of the reconstituting fluid. Then, using a 
suitable hypodermic needle and syringe, 
remove all of the withdrawable contents 
if it is represented as-a single-dose 
container; or, if the labeling specifies the 
amount of potency in a given volume of 
the resultant preparation, remove an 
accurately measured representative 
portion from each container. Dilute with 
distilled water to obtain a stock solution 
of convenient concentration. Further 
dilute an aliquot of the stock solution 
with distilled water to a concentration 
of 1.0 milligram of azlocillin per milliliter 
(estimated). 


(v) Calculations.—{a) Calculate the 
micrograms of azlocillin per milligram of 
sample as follows: 


Micrograms of azlocillin 
per milligram of sample 


Au X Ps X 100 
As X Cu X (100-m) 


where: 

Ay= Absorbance of sample solution; 

P;=Potency of working standard solution 
in micrograms per milliliter; 

As= Absorbance of working standard 
solution; 

Cy =Milligrams of sample per milliliter of 
sample solution; and 

m=Percent moisture in sample. 

(b) Calculate the azlocillin content of the 
single-dose vial as follows: 


Milligrams of azlocillin 
per vial 


Au X Pp Xd 
As X 1,000 


where: ( 

Au =Absorbance of sample solution; 

P;=Potency of working standard solution 
in micrograms per milliliter; 

As= Absorbance of working standard 
solution; and 


d=Dilution factor of the sample. 


(2) Sterility. Proceed as directed in 
§ 436.20 of this chapter, using the 
method described in paragraph (e)(1) of 
that section. 

(3) Pyrogens. Proceed as directed in 
§ 436.32(b) of this chapter, using a 
solution containing 100 milligrams of 
azlocillin per milliliter. 

(4) Moisture. Proceed as directed in 
§ 436.201 of this chapter, using the 
titration procedure and calculations 
described in paragraph (e)(2) of that 
section and preparing the sample as 
follows: Weigh the vial. Rapidly transfer 
a portion of the powder into the titration 
vessel, add the Karl Fischer reagent and 
restopper the vial immediately. Reweigh 
the vial to obtain the sample weight. A 
nitrogen purged glove bag or glove box 
should be used for preparing the sample. 

(5) pH. Proceed as directed in 
§ 436.202 of this chapter, using an 
aqueous solution containing 100 
milligrams of azlocillin per milliliter. 

(6) Specific rotation. Proceed as 
directed in § 436.210 of this chapter, 
using an aqueous solution containing 10 
milligrams of azlocillin per milliliter and 
a 1.0-decimeter polarimeter tube. 
Calculate the specific rotation on an 
anhydrous basis. 

(7) Identity. Proceed as directed in 
§ 436.336 of this chapter. 

b. By adding new § 440.201 to read as 
follows: 


§ 440.201 Sterile azlocillin sodium. 


The requirements for certification and 
the tests and methods of assay for 
sterile azlocillin sodium packaged for 
dispensing are described in § 440.1a. 


This regulation announces standards 
that FDA has accepted in a request for 
approval of an antibiotic drug. Because 
this regulation is not controversial and 
because when effective it provides 
notice of accepted standards, notice and 
comment procedure and delayed 
effective date are found to be 
unnecessary and not in the public 
interest. The amendment, therefore, is 
effective November 26, 1982. However, 
interested persons may, on or before 
December 27, 1982, submit written 
comments on this rule to the Dockets 
Management Branch (address above). 
Two copies of any comments are to be 
submitted, except that individuals may 
submit one copy. Comments are to be 
identified with the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
document. Received comments may be 
seen in the Dockets Management Branch 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 

Any person who will be adversely 
affected by this regulation may file 


objections to it and request a hearing. 
Reasonable grounds for the hearing 
must be shown. Any person who 
decides to seek a hearing must file (1) on 
or before December 27, 1982, a written 
notice of participation and request for 
hearing, and (2) on or before January 25, 
1983, the data, information, and 
analyses on which the person relies to 
justify a hearing, as specified in 21 CFR 
430.20. A request for a hearing may not 
rest upon mere allegations or denials, 
but must set forth specific facts showing 
that there is a genuine and substantial 
issue of fact that requires a hearing. If it 
conclusively appears from the face of 
the data, information, and factual 
analyses in the request for hearing that 
no genuine and substantial issue of fact 
precludes the action taken by this order, 
or if a request for hearing is not made in 
the required format or with the required 
analyses, the Commissioner of Food and 
Drugs will enter summary judgment 
against the person(s) who request(s) the 
hearing, making findings and 
conclusions and denying a hearing. All 
submissions must be filed in three 
copies, identified with the docket 
number appearing in the heading of this 
order and filed with the Dockets 
Management Branch. 

The procedures and requirements 
governing this order, a notice of 
participation and request for hearing, a 
submission of data, information, and 
analyses to justify a hearing, other 
comments, and grant or denial of a 
hearing are contained in 21 CFR 430.20. 

All submissions under this order, 
except for data and information 
prohibited from public disclosure under 
21 U.S.C. 331(j) or 18 U.S.C. 1905, may be 
seen in the Dockets Management Branch 
(address above) between 9 a.m. and 4 
p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Effective date. This regulation shall be 

effective November 26, 1982. 
(Secs. 507, 701 (f) and (g), 52 Stat. 1055-1056 
as amended, 59 Stat. 463 as amended (21 
U.S.C. 357, 371 (f) and (g))) 

Dated: November 12, 1982. 

James C. Morrison, 

Acting Associate Director for Regulatory 
Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 82-32182 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am| 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 520 


Oral Dosage Form New Animal Drugs 
Not Subject to Certification; 
Furosemide Tablets 

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 


ACTION: Final rule. 
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SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administation (FDA) is amending the 
animal drug regulations to reflect 
approval of a new animal drug 
application (NADA) filed by Med-Tech, 
Inc., providing for safe and effective use 
of furosemide tablets for oral treatment 
of dogs for edema associated with 
cadiac insufficiency and acute 
noninflammatory tissue edema. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bob G. Griffith, Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (HFV-112), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443-3430. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Med- 
Tech, Inc., P.O. Box 338, Elwood, KS 
66024, Filed NADA 129-034 providing for 
use of 12.5 and 50 milligrams furosemide 
tablets (Disal) for oral treatment of dogs 
for edema (pulmonary congestion, 
ascites) associated with cardiac 
insufficiency and acute 
noninflammatory tissue edema. 

Med-Tech, Inc., submitted data from a 
controlled double-blind clinical study 
and reprints from published scientific 
literature to demonstrate that 
furosemide is safe and effective for oral 
use in dogs when labeled for the 
treatment of edema associated with 
cardiac insufficiency and acute 
noninflammatory tissue edema. Data 
from a dose-titration study further 
supported use of the product. The 
NADA is approved and the regulations 
are amended to reflect the approval. 

In accordance with the freedom of 
information provisions of Part 20 (21 
CFR Part 20) and § 514.11(e)(2)(ii) (21 
CFR 514.11(e)(2)(ii), a summary of safety 
and effectiveness data and information 
submitted to support approval of this 
application may be seen in the Dockets 
Management Branch (HFA-305), Food 
and Drug Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, from 
9 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

The Bureau of Veterinary Medicine 
has determined pursuant to 21 CFR 
25.24(d)(1)(i) (proposed December 11, 
1979; 44 FR 71742) that this action is of a 
type that does not individually or 
cumulatively have a significant impact 
on the human environment. Therefore, 
neither an environmental assessment 
nor an environmental impact statement 
is required. 

This action is governed by the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 556 and 557 and is 
therefore excluded from Executive 
Order 12291 by section 1(a)(1) of the 
Order. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 520 
Animal drugs, oral. 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (sec. 512(i), 82 
Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{i))) and under 


‘ authority delegated to the Commissioner 


of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10) and 
redelegated to the Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (21 CFR 5.83), Part 520 is 
amended in § 520.1010a by revising 
paragraph (b), to read as follows: 


PART 520—ORAL DOSAGE FORM 
NEW ANIMAL DRUGS NOT SUBJECT 
TO CERTIFICATION 


§ 520.1010a Furosemide tablets or 
boluses. 


* * * * * 


(b) Sponsor. See No. 012799 in 
§ 510.600(c) of this chapter for use in 
dogs, cats, and cattle; see No. 013983 in 
§ 510.600(c) of this chapter for use in 
dogs. ! 


* * * * 


Effective Date. November 26, 1982. 


(Sec. 512(i), 82 Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{i))) 
Dated: November 18, 1982. 

Lester M. Crawford, 

Director, Bureau of Veterinary Medicine. 

[FR Doc. 82-32180 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 524 


Ophthalmic and Topical Dosage Form 
New Animal Drugs Not Subject to 
Certification; Selenium Disulfide 
Suspension 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is amending the 
animal drug regulations to reflect 
approval of supplemental new animal 
drug applications (NADA’s) filed by 
Happy Jack, Inc., Hart-Delta, Inc., 
National Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 
Co., and Zoecon Industries, Inc., 
providing for a change from prescription 
(Rx) to over-the-counter (OTC) 
distribution of a selenium disulfide 
suspension for use on dogs as a 
cleansing shampoo and as an agent for 
removing skin debris associated with 
dry eczema, seborrhea, and nonspecific 
dermatoses. FDA has notified other 
sponsors of NADA’s for selenium 
disulfide suspension of a need to submit 
similar supplemental NADA's. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bob G. Griffith, Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (HFV-112), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443-3430. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Several 
firms filed supplemental NADA's 
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providing for over-the-counter 
distribution of a selenium disulfide 
suspension for use on dogs as a 
cleansing shampoo and as an agent for 
removing skin debris associated with 
dry eczema, seborrhea, and nonspecific 
dermatoses. The firms and NADA's are: 

1. Happy Jack, Inc., P.O. Box 475, 
Snow Hill, NC 28580, NADA 121-556. 

2. Hart-Delta, Inc., 5055 Choctaw Dr., 
Baton Rouge, LA 70805, NADA 111-349. 

3. National Pharmaceutical Mfg. Co., 
Division of Barre-National, Inc., 7205 
Windsor Blvd., Baltimore, MD 21207, 
NADA 120-646. 

4. Zoecon Industries, Inc., 12200 
Denton Dr., Dallas, TX 75234, NADA 
103-434. 

Each of the firms currently holds an 
approved NADA for use of the product 
by or on the order of a licensed 
veterinarian. Those approvals were 
based on generic equivalence to a 
product reviewed by the National 
Academy of Sciences/National 
Research Council (NAS/NRC) (35 FR 
14168; Sept. 5, 1970), all approvals 
reflecting compliance with the 
conclusions in that review. 

A selenium disulfide shampoo was 
originally approved as safe for use for 
dogs in 1952. These animal products 
were considered by FDA not safe for 
use except under the supervision of a 
licensed veterinarian, and the labels 
have been required to bear the 
statement, “Caution: Federal law 
restricts this drug to use by or on the 
order of a licensed veterinarian.” The 
Bureau of Veterinary Medicine (the 
Bureau) has determined that there is 
now sufficient evidence upon which to 
conclude that the drug can be safely and 
effectively used by lay persons for its 
intended uses and that adequate 
directions for lay use can be prepared. 

The Bureau has reevaluated the safety 
data in the original application, 
available published literature, and drug 
experience reports since the product 
was first approved. The prescription 
animal products have been used 
approximately 30 years without adverse 
reactions or known abuse. The safety 
data indicate a very low level of toxicity 
for the product in humans, dogs, rats, 
rabbits, and mice. Reports indicate that 
while elemental selenium is toxic, 
selenium disulfide is relatively nontoxic 
owing to its insolubility. The oral LDso 
median lethal dose for 1 percent 
selenium disulfide suspension is about 
10 times the emetic dose in dogs. 
Ingestion of the product produced no 
absorption in dogs as measured by 
blood selenium levels. 

The Bureau has reévaluated the 
labeling and believes that the directions 
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for OTC use will be readily 
understandable by the laity, and that the 
directions are adequate for the products 
to be safely and effectively used by the 
laity for the purposes for which they are 
intended. Therefore, the supplements 
providing for over-the-counter use of a 
1-percent selenium disulfide suspension 
for dogs as a cleansing shampoo and as 
an agent for removing skin debris 
associated with dry eczema, seborrhea, 
and nonspecific dermatoses are 
approved. The regulation is amended to 
reflect the approvals, and it is amended 
editorially to reflect current format. 

The issue of whether there can be 
adequate direction for use of selenium 
disulfide shampoo for dogs by lay 
persons affects all selenium disulfide 
suspensions currently approved under 
§ 524.2101 (21 CFR 524.2101). Because 
the Bureau has concluded that adequate 
directions for lay use can be prepared 
for the uses for which those products are 
approved, there is no longer a basis for 
the products to bear the veterinary Rx 
statement provided for in § 201.105(b)(2) 
(21 CFR 201.105(b)(2)) or to be exempted 
under § 201.105 from bearing adequate 
directions for use. In letters dated June 
29, 1982, to each sponsor of an NADA 
for a product subject to § 524.2101 that 
had not submitted a supplemental 
NADA providing for OTC use, the 
Bureau provided notice of its conclusion 
that adequate directions for lay use may 
be written and of the need to submit 
promptly a supplemental NADA for 
OTC use. Failure to submit a 
supplemental NADA that conforms to 
the Bureau’s conclusions and to the 
amended § 524.2101 within 90 days of 
the date of this document's publication 
in the Federal Register and for labeling 
to be appropriately amended will 
constitute grounds for a notice of 
opportunity for hearing concerning the 
withdrawal of approval of the NADA 
under section 512(e)(2)(C) (21 U.S.C. 
360b(e)(2)(C)). 

In accordance with the freedom of 
information provisions of 21 CFR Part 20 
and § 514.11(e)(2)(ii), a summary of 
safety and effectiveness data and 
information submitted to support 
approval of this application may be seen 
in the Docket Management Branch 
(HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, from 9 a.m. 
to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
Requests for single copies of the 
summary, identified by NADA number, 
sponsor, product name, and publication 
date, should be sent to the Dockets 
Management Branch (address above). 

The Bureau of Veterinary Medicine 
has determined pursuant to 21 CFR 


25.24(d)(1)(i) (proposed December 11, 
1979; 44 FR 71742) that this action is of a 
type that does not individually or 
cumulatively have a significant impact 
on the human environment. Therefore, 
neither an environmental assessment 
nor an environmental impact statement 
is required. 

This action is governed by the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 556 and 557 and is 
therefore excluded from Executive 
Order 12291 by section 1(a)(1) of the 
Order. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR 524 


Animal drugs, Topical. 


PART 524—OPHTHALMIC AND 
TOPICAL DOSAGE FORM NEW 
ANIMAL DRUGS NOT SUBJECT TO 
CERTIFICATION 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (sec. 512(i), 82 
Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{i))) and under 
authority delegated to the Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10) and 
redelegated to the Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (21 CFR 5.83), Part 524 is 
amended by revising § 524.2101, to read 
as follows: 


§ 524.2101 Selenium disulfide suspension. 


(a) Specifications. The product 
contains 0.9-percent weight in weight 
(w/w) selenium disulfide (1-percent 
weight in volume (w/v)). 

(b) NAS/NRC status. These 
conditions are NAS/NRC reviewed and 
found effective. NADA’s for similar 
products for these conditions of use 
need not include effectiveness data as 
specified by § 514.111 of this chapter, 
but may require bioequivalency and 
safety information. 

(c) Sponsors. See 000570, 011536, 
015563, and 023851 in 510.600(c) of this 
chapter. 

(1) Indications for use. For use on 
dogs as a cleansing shampoo and as an 
agent for removing skin debris 
associated with dry eczema, seborrhea, 
and nonspecific dermatoses. 

(2) Amount. One to 2 ounces per 
application. 

(3) Limitations. Use carefully around 
scrotum and eyes, covering scrotum 
with petrolatum. Allow the shampoo to 
remain for 5 to 15 minutes before 
thorough rinsing. Repeat treatment once 
or twice a week. If conditions persist or 
if rash or irritation develops, discontinue 
use and consult a veterinarian. 

(d) Sponsors. See 050604 in 
§ 510.600(c) of this chapter. 

(1) Indications for use. For use on 
dogs as a cleaning shampoo and as an 
agent for removing skin debris 
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associated with dry eczema, seborrhea, 
and nonspecific dermatoses. 

(2) Amount. One to 2 ounces per 
application. 

(3) Limitations. Use carefully around 
the scrotum and eyes, covering scrotum 
with petrolatum and instilling boric acid 
ophthalmic ointment into eyes. Allow 
shampoo to remain for 5 to 15 minutes 
before thorough rinsing. Repeat at 4- to 
7-day intervals. Federal law restricts 
this drug to use by or on the order of a 
licensed veterinarian. 

(e) Sponsors. See 017135 in 
§ 510.600(c) of this chapter. 

(1) Indications for use. For use on 
dogs as a cleansing shampoo and as an 
agent for removing skin debris 
associated with dry eczema and 
nonspecific dermatoses. 

(2) Amount. One to 2 ounces per 
application. 

(3) Limitations. Use carefully around 
the scrotum and eyes, covering scrotum 
with petrolatum and instilling boric acid 
ophthalmic ointment into eyes. Allow 
shampoo to remain for 5 to 15 minutes 
before thorough rinsing. Repeat at 4- to 
7-day intervals. Federal law restricts 
this drug to use by or on the order of a 
licensed veterinarian. 

Effective date: November 26, 1982. 


(Sec. 512(i), 82 Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{i))) 
Dated: November 17, 1982. 

Robert A. Baldwin, 

Associate Director for Scientific Evaluation. 

[FR Doc. 82-32334 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 558 


New Animal Drugs for Use in Animal 
Feeds; Morante! Tartrate 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is amending the 
animal drug regulations to reflect 
approval of a supplemental new animal 
drug application (NADA) filed by Pfizer, 
Inc., providing revised labeling for use of 
0.44 to 4.4 grams of morantel tartrate per 
pound of finished cattle feed to be used 
as an anthelmintic. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Adriano R. Gabuten, Bureau of 
Veterinary Medicine (HF V-135), Food 
and Drug Administration, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443- 
4913. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pfizer, 
Inc., 235 E. 42d St., New York, NY 10017, 
filed supplemental NADA 92-444 
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providing revised labeling for use of 0.44 
to 4.4 grams of morantel tartrate per 
pound of finished cattle feed to be used 
for removal and control of mature 
gastrointestinal nematode infections. 
The current approval provides for use of 
4.4 grams per pound of feed only. The 
drug would continue to be fed at 0.44 
gram per 100 pounds of body weight. 

The supplement is approved and the 
regulations are amended accordingly. 

Approval of this supplement does not 
change the approved conditions of use 
of the drug. It permits feeding of 
different amounts of feed containing 
various drug concentrations. The animal 
still receives the same amount of drug. 
Approval did not require new 
effectiveness or safety data. Under the 
Bureau of Veterinary Medicine’s 
supplemental approval policy (42 FR 
64367; December 23, 1977), this is a 
Category II supplemental approval 
which does not require reevaluation of 
the safety and effectiveness data in the 
original approval. In addition, a freedom 
of information summary for approval of 
the supplement is not required. 

The Bureau of Veterinary Medicine 
has determined pursuant to 21 CFR 
25.24(d)(1)(i) (proposed December 11, 
1979; 44 FR 71742) that this action is of a 
type that does not individually or 
cumulatively have a significant impact 
on the human environment. Therefore, 
neither an environmental assessment 
nor an environmental impact statement 
is required. 

This action is governed by the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 556 and 557 and is 
therefore excluded from Executive 
Order 12291 by section 1(a)(1) of the 
Order. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 558 


Animal drugs, Animal feeds. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (sec. 512(i), 82 
Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{i))) and under 
authority delegated to the Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10) and 
redelegated to the Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (21 CFR 5.83), Part 558 is 
amended in § 558.360 by revising 
paragraph (e)(1) and (3), to read as 
follows: 


PART 558—NEW ANIMAL DRUGS FOR 
USE IN ANIMAL FEEDS 


§ 558.360 Morantel tartrate. 

(e) Conditions of use.—(1) Amount. 
0.44 to 4.4 grams of morantel tartrate per 
pound of feed. 

(3) Limitations. Feed as a single 
therapeutic treatment at 0.44 gram of 
morantel tartrate per 100 pounds of 


body weight. Withhold feed overnight 
prior to treatment to ensure ration will 
be readily consumed. Fresh water 
should be available at all times. When 
medicated feed is consumed, resume 
normal feeding. Conditions of constant 
worm exposure may require retreatment 
in 2 to 4 weeks. Not for use in dairy 
cattle of breeding age. Do not treat 
animals within 14 days of slaughter. 
Effective date: November 26, 1982. 


(Sec. 512(i), 82 Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b{(i)).) 
Dated: November 17, 1982. 

Robert A. Baldwin, 

Associate Director for Scientific Evaluation. 

[FR Doc. 82-32175 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of Assistant Secretary For 
Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner 


24 CFR Parts 203, 205, '207, 213, 220, 
221, 232, 234, 235, 236, 241, 242, and 
244 


[Docket No. R82-1054] 


Mortgage Insurance Loans; Changes 
in interest Rates : 


AGENCY: Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This change in the 
regulations decreases the HUD/FHA 
interest rates on insured loans. This 
action by HUD is designed to bring the 
maximum interest rates into line with 
other competitive market rates and help 
assure an adequate supply of and 
demand for FHA financing. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 15, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John N. Dickie, Director, Financial 
Analysis Division, Office of Financial 
Management, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, 451 7th Street, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20410 (202-426- 
4667). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
following amendments have been made 
to this chapter to decrease the maximum 
interest rate which may be charged on 
loans insured by this Department. The 
maximum interest rate on HUD/FHA 
insured home mortgage insurance 
programs has been lowered from 12.50 
percent to 12.00 percent for level 
payment (including operative builder) 
and graduated payment home loan 
programs (GPM). For insured multi- 
family project mortgage loan programs, 
the maximum interest rate has been 
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lowered from 13.50 percent to 13.00 
percent. The maximum interest rate for 
multi-family construction and Title X 
land development loans has been 
lowered from 14.50 percent to 14.00 
percent. 

The Secretary has determined that 
such changes are immediately necessary 
to meet the needs of the market and to 
prevent speculation in anticipation of a 
change, in accordance with his authority 
contained in 12 U.S.C. 1709-1, as 
amended. The Secretary has, therefore, 
determined that advance notice and 
public comment procedures are 
unnecessary and that good cause exists 
for making this amendment effective 
immediately. 

This is a procedural and 
administrative determination as set 
forth in the statutes and as such does 
not require a determination of 
environmental applicability. 


List of Subjects in 24 CFR Parts 203, 205, 
207, 213, 220, 221, 232, 234, 235, 236, 241, 
242, and 244 


Mortgage insurance. 
Accordingly, Chapter II is amended as 
follows: 


PART 203—MUTUAL MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE AND REHABILITATION 
LOANS 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


1. In § 203.20, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 203.20 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 

2. In § 203.45, paragraph (b) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 203.45 Eligibility of graduated payment 
mortgages. 

(b) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 


* * * * * 
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3. In § 203.46, paragraph (c)-is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 203.46 Eligibility of modified graduated 
payment mortgages. 

(c) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, excepi 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November-15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 


* * * * 


PART 205—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
FOR LAND DEVELOPMENT [TITLE X] 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


4. Section 205.50 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 205.50 Maximum interest rate. 

Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 14.00 percent per annum. 
Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982 will be processed at 
the 14.00 percent rate, with the 
exception of applications submiited 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


PART 207—MULTIFAMILY HOUSING 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


5. In § 207.7, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 207.7 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 


Applications for conditional! or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982 will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * 


PART 213—COOPERATIVE HOUSING 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements— 
Projects 


6. In § 213.10, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 213.10 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 


Applications for.conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982 will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * 


Subpart C—Eligibility Requirements— 
Properties Released 


Individual From 


Project Mortgage 


7. In § 213.511, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 213.511 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 


a * * 


PART 220—URBAN RENEWAL 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE AND 
INSURED IMPROVEMENT LOANS 


Subpart C—Eligibility Requirements— 
Projects 


8. In § 220.576, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 220.576 Maximum interest rate. 


(a} Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 


Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982, will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility - 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


PART 221—LOW COST AND 
MODERATE INCOME MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE 


Subpart C—Eligibility Requirements— 
Moderate Income Projects 


9. In §221.518, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 221.518 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgage 
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and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 

Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982 will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * > 


PART 232—NURSING HOMES AND 
INTERMEDIATE CARE FACILITIES 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


10. In § 232.29, paragraph (a), is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 232.29 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 


Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982 will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* ~ 


Subpart C—Eligibility Requirement— 
Supplemental Loans To Finance 
Purchase and Installation of Fire 
Safety Equipment 


11. § 232.560, paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 232.560 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) On or after November 15, 1982, the 
loan shall bear interest at the rate 
agreed upon by the lender and the 
borrower, which rate shall not exceed 
13.00 percent per annum, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to feasibility letters, or 
outstanding conditional or firm 
commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptionis, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * 


PART 234—CONDOMINIUM 
OWNERSHIP MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements— 
Individually Owned Units 


12. In § 234.29, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 234.29 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 

13. In § 234.75, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 234.75 Eligibility of graduated payment 
mortgages. 

(b) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 

14. In § 234.76, paragraph (c) is revised 
to read as follows: 
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§ 234.76 Eligibility of modified graduated 
payment mortgages. 


(c) The mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed 12.00 percent per annum, except 
that where an application for 
commitment was received by the 
Secretary before November 15, 1982, the 
mortgage may bear interest at the 
maximum rate in effect at the time of 
application. 


. * * * * 


PART 235—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
AND ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS FOR 
HOME OWNERSHIP AND PROJECT 
REHABILITATION 


Subpart D—Eligibility Requirements— 
Rehabilitation Sales Projects 


15. In § 235.540, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 235.540 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) On or after November 15, 1982, the 
loan shall bear interest at the rate 
agreed upon by the lender and the 
borrower, which rate shall not exceed 
13.00 percent per annum, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to feasibility letters, or 
outstanding conditional or firm 
commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * 


PART 236—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
AND INTEREST REDUCTION 
PAYMENT FOR RENTAL PROJECTS 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 
for Mortgage Insurance 


16. In § 236.15, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 236.15 Maximum interest rate. 


(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 
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Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982, will be processed at 
the rate specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * * 


PART 241—SUPPLEMENTARY 
FINANCING FOR INSURED PROJECT 
MORTGAGES 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


17. Section 241.75 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 241.75 Maximum interest rate. 


Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(a) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(b) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 


Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982, will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * * 


PART 242—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
FOR HOSPITALS 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


18. In §.242.33 paragraph (a) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 242.33 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 

Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982, will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 
processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


* * * * 


PART 244—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
FOR GROUP PRACTICE FACILITIES 
(TITLE X1] 


Subpart A—Eligibility Requirements 


19. In § 244.45, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 244.45 Maximum interest rate. 

(a) Effective on or after November 15, 
1982, the mortgage shall bear interest at 
the rate agreed upon by the mortgagee 
and the mortgagor, which rate shall not 
exceed: 

(1) 13.00 percent per annum with 
respect to permanent financing; 

(2) 14.00 percent per annum with 
respect to construction financing prior to 
and including the cutoff date for cost 
certification. 

Applications for conditional or firm 
commitments received on or after 
November 15, 1982, will be processed at 
the rates specified above, with the 
exception of applications submitted 
pursuant to unexpired site appraisal and 
market analysis (SAMA) or feasibility 
letters, or outstanding conditional or 
firm commitments, issued prior to the 
effective date of the new rate. In these 
instances, applications will be 
processed at a rate not exceeding the 
applicable previous maximum rates, if 
the higher rate was previously agreed 
upon by the parties. Notwithstanding 
these exceptions, the application will be 


processed at the new lower rate if 
requested by the mortgagee. 


(Sec. 3({a), 82 Stat. 113; 12 U.S.C. 1709-1; Sec. 
7, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Act, 42 U.S.C. 3535 (d)) 

Dated: November 12, 1982. 
W. Calvert Brand, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Housing— 
Federal Housing Commissioner. 
[FR Doc. 82-32301 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-27-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms 


27 CFR Part 9 
[T.D. ATF-118; Ref: Notice No. 422] 


Loramie Creek Viticultural Area 


AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, Treasury. 


ACTION: Final rule, Treasury decision. 


SUMMARY: This final rule establishes a 
viticultural area in Shelby County, Ohio, 
to be known as “Loramie Creek.” The 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms (ATF), believes the 
establishment of Loramie Creek as a 
viticultural area and its subsequent use 
as an appellation of origin on wine 
labels and in wine advertisements will 
allow wineries to better designate where 
their wines come from and will enable 
consumers to better identify the wines 
from this area. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 27, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lori D. Weins, Research and 
Regulations Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms, Washington, DC 
20226 [202-566-7626]. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On August 23, 1978, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-53 (43 FR 37672, 
54624) revising regulations in 27 CFR 
Part 4. These regulations allow for the 
establishment of definite viticultural 
areas. The regulations also allow the 
name of an approved viticultural area to 
be used as an appellation of origin on 
wine labels and in wine advertisements. 

On October 2, 1979, ATF published 
Treasury Decision ATF-60 (44 FR 56692) 
which added a new Part 9 to 27 CFR, for 
the listing of approved American 
viticultural areas. 

Section 4.25a(e)(1), Title 27, CFR, 
defines an American viticultural area as 
a delimited grape-growing region 
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distinguishable by geographical 
features. Section 4.25a(e)(2) outlines the 
procedure for proposing an American 
viticultural area. Any interested person 
may petition ATF to establish a grape- 
growing region as a viticultural area. 

Mr. Homer K. Monroe, proprietor of 
the Vinterra Farm Winery and Vineyard 
in Houston, Ohio, petitioned ATF to 
establish a viticultural area in Shelby 
County, Ohio, to be know as “Loramie 
Creek.” In response to this petition, ATF 
published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking, Notice No. 422, in the 
Federal Register on September 1, 1982 
(47 FR 38553), proposing the 
establishment of the Loramie Creek 
viticultural area. 


Comments 


No comments were received during 
the comment period. ATF has received 
no information from any source 
indicating opposition to the petition. 


Evidence of the Name 


The name of the area, Loramie Creek, 
was well documented by the petitioner. 
After evaluating the petition, ATF 
believes that the Loramie Creek 
viticultural area has a unique historical 
identity and that the area is known by 
the name “Loramie Creek.” 


Geographical Evidence 


The petition established the Loramie 
Creek viticultural area as a distinctive 
grape-growing region distinguished from 
the surrounding areas on the basis of 
soil. 

The soil in the Loramie Creek 
viticultural area is the Glynwood-Blount 
Soil Association. This soil association is 
found on ridges and side slopes that 
parallel major streams and 
drainageways north and west of the 
Great Miami River. The landscape of the 
association is typified by mostly gently 
sloping to sloping topography of 
uplands. The major soils in this 
association formed in clay loam or silty 
clay loam glacial till. Glynwood soils 
are moderately well drained and mostly 
gently sloping to sloping. The Blount 
soils are somewhat poorly drained and 
occur on nearly level and gently sloping 
topography. Most areas of the 
association are used as cropland or 
pasture. The slope and a severe erosion 
hazard are the major limitations of the 
Glynwood soils for farming. Seasonal 
wetness and a moderate erosion hazard 
are the major limitations of the Blount 
soils for farming. Unless artificially 
drained, Blount soils are slow to dry out 
in spring. 

The associations that surround the 
Loramie Creek viticultural area are the 
Blount-Pewamo Association and the 


Blount-Pewamo-Glynwood Association. 
The basic characteristics of the Blount- 
Pewamo Association are level to gently 
sloping, somewhat poorly drained and 
very poorly drained soils formed in 
glacial till on uplands. The Blount- 
Pewamo-Glynwood Association is 
typified by level to gently sloping, 
somewhat poorly drained, very poorly 
drained, and moderately well drained 
soils formed in loamy glacial till on 
uplands. 


Boundaries 


The boundaries proposed by the 
petitioner are adopted. Although ATF 
believes the Loramie Creek viticultural 
area could be expanded, to include 
some adjacent areas containing the 
Glynwood-Blount Soil Association, we 
are approving the boundaries as 
proposed because at the present time 
there is no viticulture in the adjacent 
areas. Specific boundaries are set out in 
the regulatory text to § 9.62. 


Miscellaneous 


ATF does not wish to give the 
impression by approving the Loramie 
Creek viticultural area that it is 
approving or endorsing the quality of the 
wine from this area. ATF is approving 
this area as being viticulturally distinct 
from surrounding areas, not better than 
other areas. By approving the area, wine 
producers are allowed to claim a 
distinction on labels and advertisements 
as to origin of the grapes. Any 
commercial advantage gained can only 
come from consumer acceptance of 
Loramie Creek wines. 


Executive Order 12291 


It has been determined that this final 
regulation is not a “major rule” within 
the meaning of Executive Order 12291, 
46 FR 13193 (February 17, 1981), because 
it will not have an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; it will 
not result in a major increase in costs or 
prices for consumers, individual 
industries, Federal, State, or local 
government agencies, or geographic 
regions, and it will not have significant 
adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The provisions of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act relating to an initial and 
final regulatory flexibility analysis (5 
U.S.C. 603, 604) are not applicable to this 
final rule because the final rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
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final rule will not imvose, or otherwise 
cause, a significant increase in the 
reporting, recordkeeping, or other 
compliance burdens on a substantial 
number of small entities. The final rule 
is not expected to have significant 
secondary or incidental effects on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Disclosure 


A copy of the petition and appropriate 
maps with boundaries marked are 
available for inspection during normal 
business hours at the following location: 
ATF Reading Room, Room 4405, Office 
of Public Affairs and Disclosure, 12th 
and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 


Drafting Information 


The principal author of the document 
is Lori D. Weins, Research and 
Regulations Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms. However, other 
personnel of the Bureau and of the 
Treasury Department have participated 
in the preparation of this document, 
both in matters of substance and style. 


List of subjects in 27 CFR Part 9 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Consumer protection, 
Viticultural areas, Wine. 


Authority and Issuance 


Accordingly, under the authority 
contained in section 5 of the Federal 
Alcohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 
981, as amended; 27 U.S.C. 205), 27 CFR 
Part 9 is amended as follows: 


PART 9—AMERICAN VITICULTURAL 
AREAS 


Par. 1. The table of sections in 27 CFR 
Part 9, Subpart C, is amended to add the 
title of § 9.62. As amended, the table of 
sections reads as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American Viticultural 
Areas 
Sec. 


* o * * 


9.62 Loramie Creek. 
Par. 2. Subpart GC is amended by 
adding § 9.62 to read as follows: 


Subpart C—Approved American 
Viticultural Areas 


* 7 7 * 


§9.62 Loramie Creek. 

(a) Name. The name of the viticultural 
area described in this section is 
“Loramie Creek.” 

(b) Approved map. The approved map 
for the Loramie Creek viticultural area is 
the U.S.G.S. map entitled “Fort Loramie 
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Quadrangle, Ohio—Shelby Co.,” 7.5 
minute series (topographic), 1961 
(photoinspected 1973). 

(c) Boundaries. The Loramie Creek 
viticultural area is located entirely 
within Shelby County, Ohio. The 
boundaries are as follows: 

(1) From the beginning point of the 
boundary at the intersection of State 
Route 47 and Wright-Puthoff Road, the 
boundary runs southward on Wright- 
Puthoff Road for a distance of 1% miles 
to the intersection of the Wright-Puthoff 
Road with Consolidated Railroad 
Corporation (indicated on the U.S.G.S. 
map as New York Central Railroad); 

(2) Then along the Consolidated 
Railroad Corporation right-of-way in a 
southwesterly direction for a distance of 
2% miles to the intersection of the 
Consolidated Railroad Corporation 
right-of-way with Loramie Creek; 

(3) Then upstream along Loramie 
Creek in a northwesterly direction for a 
distance of approximately 3% miles to 
the intersection of Loramie Creek and 
State Route 47; 

(4) Then eastward on State Route 47 
for a distance of approximately 4% miles 
to the beginning point of State Route 47 
and Wright-Puthoff Road. 


Signed: November 10, 1982 
Stephen E. Higgins, 
Acting Director. 
Approved: November 16, 1982. 
David Q. Bates, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Operations). 
[FR Doc. 82-32362 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-M 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 


29 CFR Part 1910 
[Docket H-103S] 
Educational/Scientific Diving 


AGENCY: Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, Labor. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: OSHA is exempting scientific 


diving from coverage of 29 CFR Part 
1910, Subpart T, Commercial Diving 
Operations, provided that the scientific 
diving is under the direction and control 
of a diving program utilizing a diving 
safety manual and a diving controt 
board meeting certain specified criteria. 
Based on comments, data and other 
information contained in the record, 
OSHA has determined that there are 
significant differences between 
commercial diving and scientific diving 


and that the diving programs followed 
by the scientific diving community have 
resulted in an effective system of self- 
regulation. OSHA believes the 
exemption will allow the scientific 
diving community to perform significant 
underwater scientific research activities 
while maintaining the safety and health 
of scientific divers. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This final rule becomes 


effective on November 26, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Glen E. Gardner or Ms. Joanne E. 
Slattery, U.S. Department of Labor, 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, Room N3463, 200 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20210, (202) 523-7225. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


On November 5, 1976, OSHA 
published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking with respect to commercial 
diving operations (41 FR 48950). This 
proposal was published concurrently 
with a notice of hearing on commercial 
diving operations issued by the U.S. 
Coast Guard (41 FR 48969). Public 
hearings were held by OSHA, with the 
participation of the Coast Guard, in New 
Orleans, Louisiana, on December 16-21, 
1976, and January 10-14, 1977. The 
record of this rulemaking was used in 
the development and promulgation of 
the OSHA final standard, published July 
22, 1977 (42 FR 37650), and the Coast 
Guard’s notice of proposed rulemaking, 
published November 10, 1977 (42 FR 
58712). 

The OSHA final standard for 
commercial diving operations, codified 
as §§ 1910.401-441, Subpart T of 29 CFR 
Part 1910, did not exempt diving 
operations performed for scientific 
research and development purposes. 
However, the Coast Guard proposal, 
which was similar in content to the 
OSHA final standard, proposed to 
exempt diving performed solely for 
scientific research and development 
purposes by educational institutions 
(educational/scientific diving) and 
retained the exemption in its final rule, 
published November 16, 1978 (43 FR 
53683). 

Since the publication of Subpart T, 
OSHA has received requests from 
various individuals and organizations to 
reconsider its coverage of educational/ 
scientific diving because they believe 
the application of Subpart T to this type 
of diving is inappropriate. They have 
noted that it is customary for the 
educational/scientific diving community 
to follow well-established, consensual 
standards of safe practice. The first set 
of consensual standards was developed 


by the Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography of the University of 
California (Scripps) in the early 1950's. 
In 1973, diving safety boards and 
committees from ten major educational 
institutions involved in scientific diving 
met and accepted the University of 
California Guide for Diving Safety as a 
minimum standard for their individual 
programs (Ex. 4:1). Therefore, it was 
contended that most educational 
institutions that had diving programs 
were complying with this consensual 
standard with limited modifications for 
regional and operational variations in 
diving before the publication of the 
OSHA final standard. These educational 
institutions pointed to their excellent 
safety record prior to OSHA, attributing 
it to the effectiveness of their self- 
regulation. 

Additionally, they noted that 
significant differences exist between 
commercial diving and educational/ 
scientific diving. For example, the 
educational/scientific diver is an 
observer and data gatherer who chooses 
the work area and diving conditions 
which will minimize environmental 
stresses and maximize the safety and 
efficiency of gathering data. 

They noted, in contrast, the 
commercial diver is an underwater 
construction worker, builder and trouble 
shooter whose work area and diving 
conditions are determined by the 
location and needs of the project. 

Based on the concerns expressed in 
these requests, OSHA published, on 
August 17, 1979, an advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking (ANPR) (44 FR 
48274) to obtain additional information 
concerning which provisions of Subpart 
T were causing the most difficulty for 
the educational/scientific diving 
community, and what modifications to 
the Subpart should be considered. 
Educational institutions submitted 25 of 
the 51 comments that OSHA received in 
response to the ANPR, and were 
unanimous in recommending an 
exemption of their diving activities from 
coverage under Subpart T. The majority 
of the remaining comments supported an 
exemption for all segments of the 
scientific diving community. 

Commenters recommending an 
exemption continued to contend that the 
application of Subpart T to scientific 
diving is inappropriate because there 
are very significant differences between 
this type of diving and commercial 
diving; that they have been self- 
regulating their scientific diving 
programs for more than two decades; 
and that their programs are patterned 
after those safety standards and training 
procedures developed for scientific 





research diving at Scripps in the early 
1950's. They further asserted that the 
Scripps model has been very effective as 
evidenced by their safety records. 
Several commenters submitted accident 
data associated with their diving 
experience to illustrate their safety 
record. 

The responses to the ANPR, together 
with other information and data 
contained in the record, convinced 
OSHA that there was a significant 
difference between educational/ 
scientific diving and commercial diving; 
that the safety record of the 
educational/scientific diving community 
represented evidence of its successful 
self-regulation; and, as a result, an 
exemption for educational/scientific 
diving might be justified. 

Accordingly, on March 26, 1982, 
OSHA published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking to exempt from Subpart T, 
diving “performed solely for marine 
scientific research and development 
purposes by educational institutions” 
(47 FR 13005). It should be noted that the 
notice proposed to exempt educational/ 
scientific diving activities only from 
Subpart T and not from other applicable 
OSHA regulations. For example, 
educational/scientific diving employers, 
like any other employers, are required to 
comply with 29 CFR Part 1904 
concerning the recording and reporting 
of occupational injuries and illnesses. 

Although it was proposed to exempt 
only educational institutions which 
perform scientific diving, OSHA raised 
the issue of whether the proposed 
exemption should be broadened to 
include the scientific diving community 
in general. The notice of proposed 
rulemaking contained the following 
questions in order to solicit data and 
information for determining if the final 
rule should contain exemption for other 
segments of the scientific diving 
community. 

1. Should OSHA adopt the exemption 
provided by the U.S. Coast Guard 
standard (§ 197.202(a)(2)) which states 
that the Coast Guard standard does not 
apply to any diving operation 
“performed solely for research and 
development for the advancement of 
diving equipment and technology?” 

2. Should OSHA exempt all scientific 
diving? If so, how should OSHA define 
those activities which constitute 
scientific diving? 

3. Should OSHA only exempt 
scientific diving when such diving 
complies with an alternative standard 
which provides divers a comparable 
level of safety and health as OSHA's 
Subpart T standard? 

Interested persons were given until 
May 10, 1982, to submit written 


comments, views, and arguments in 
response to the notice of proposed 
rulemaking. 

The International Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners (Carpenters 
Union) (Ex. 5: 3) requested a hearing and 
stated its objection to the proposed 
exemption and to the possible 
expansion of the exemption to other 
segments of the scientific diving 
community. The Carpenters Union 
suggested that in lieu of granting an 
exemption to the scientific diving 
community, employers should seek a 
variance from Subpart T under section 
6(d) of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. 

On May 26, 1982, OSHA published a 
notice (47 FR 22972) extending the 
comment period, as requested by the 
American Academy of Underwater 
Sciences (Ex. 5: 46), to June 18, 1982, and 
scheduling an informal public hearing to 
be held June 29-30, 1982, in Washington, 
D.C., and to continue in Los Angeles, 
California, July 7-9, 1982. The purpose of 
the informal public hearing was to 
receive testimony on whether OSHA 
should grant an exemption from the 
commercial diving standard for 
educational/scientific diving, the nature 
of any exemption and whether the scope 
of the exemption should be broadened 
to include other segments of scientific 
diving. In addition to the general issue 
as stated above, OSHA invited 
testimony on the appropriateness of the 
section 6(d) variance mechanism in 
dealing with the scientific diving 
question. 

The Administrative Law Judge 
presiding at the hearings allowed 15 
days from the completion of the hearing 
on July 9, 1982, to submit post-hearing 
comments, and another 15 days for filing 
arguments and briefs relating to the 
hearing issues. The Administrative Law 
Judge certified the record of the hearing 
to the Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Occupational Safety and Health on 
September 3, 1982. 

In this preamble, OSHA identifies 
exhibits submitted to Docket H-103S 
with parentheses (Ex. 5). Comment 
numbers follow the exhibit in which 
they are contained (Ex. 5: 24). If more 
than one comment within an exhibit is 
cited, the comment numbers are 
separated by semicolons (Ex. 5: 24; 102). 
The page number (p.) is also cited if 
other than page one. The transcript of 
the hearing (Tr.) is cited by page (Tr. 72). 


Il. Summary and Explanation of the 
Final Rule 


This section includes an analysis of 
the record of evidence and the policy 
considerations underlying the issuance 
of this final rule. 
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OSHA received 164 written comments 
in response to the notice of proposed 
rulemaking (47 FR 13005). The comments 
were submitted by educational 
institutions, private companies, public 
agencies, associations, a union, and 
individual scientific divers. They 
represent a variety of geographical 
locations including the Virgin Islands, 
New York, Massachusetts, Washington, 
Oregon, California, Hawaii, Texas, 
Florida, Rhode Island, North Carolina, 
Virginia, and Maryland. 

The transcript of the hearing consists 
of more than 600 pages of testimony. 
Nine post-hearing exhibits were 
submitted, consisting of post-hearing 
comments, arguments, or briefs. 

As indicated above, the notice of 
proposed rulemaking proposed to 
exempt diving performed solety for 
“marine” scientific research and 
development purposes. However, 
numerous commenters (e.g., Ex. 5: 13; 42; 
76; 117; 142) pointed out that “marine” 
should not be included in the exemption. 

For example, the Vice Chancellor for 
Faculty and Staff at the California State 
University and Colleges (Ex. 5: 13) 
noted: 

We would like to suggest however, that the 
word “marine” be dropped since it may be 
misconstrued as referring only to ocean 
related diving while much scientific research 
and development diving * * * is carried out 
in lakes, rivers, etc. 


The Environmental Health and Safety 
Officer for the University of California, 
Berkeley (Ex. 5: 69) remarked: 


Many important scientific research projects 
are conducted in lakes and streams and may 
not be included in the exemption. I believe 
that this is not the intent of the modification. 


It was not OSHA’s intention to draw 
such a distinction and therefore the 
word “marine” is not included in the 
final exemption. 

When the proposal was published, the 
record contained information concerning 
exemption of the scientific diving 
community in general and not just 
scientific diving performed by 
educational institutions. Thus, in the 
notice of proposed rulemaking as 
discussed above, OSHA asked if all 
scientific diving should be exempted. In 
response to this question, the vast 
majority of the comments, as well as 
hearing testimony, addressed this 
broader issue of exempting all scientific 
diving from the standard for commercial 
diving operations. 

Commenters noted that the scientific 
diving community includes more than 
just educational institutions; that 
regardless of who is performing the 
diving, scientific diving is different from 
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commercial diving; and that an effective 
system of self-regulation, modeled after 
the Scripps program, is evidenced by an 
exemplary safety record and exists 
throughout the scientific diving 
community. Over 135 commenters and 
many witnesses at the hearing 
supported an exemption for all scientific 
diving. The following commenters are 
representative of those supporting an 
exemption for all scientific diving. 

A scientific diver from California's 
Department of Fish and Game (Ex. 5: 7 
p.2) stated: 


I* * * believe that OSHA should exempt 
all scientific diving from Subpart T. The 
consensual standard developed by the 
scientific community represents decades of 
accumulated wisdom and experience of the 
divers themselves, including those in private, 
governmental, and educational organizations, 
and has resulted in an excellent safety 
record. 


Another scientific diver (Ex. 5: 76) 
indicated: 


* * * I strongly urge that this exemption be 
extended to include. all scientific diving. The 
scientific diving community as a whole 
(including not only educational institutions 
but also governmental and private 
institutions conducting scientific research) 
has been effectively self-regulated since the 
inception of scientific diving. Virtually all 
scientific diving operations (public and 
private) have adopted a consensual standard 
of safe practices based upon the Scripps 
Institution of Oceanography Manual for 
Diving Safety. The efficacy of this 
consensual, self-regulatory approach has 
been attested to by the excellent safety 
record* * * 


A scientific diver from the University 
of Southern California (Ex. 5: 135) 
stated: 


Our present system, which has a long and 
successful record for insuring diver safety, 
should be allowed to remain in effect. This 
should include all scientific diving, 
freshwater and marine, through educational 
and research institutions, since this is the 
domain in which the system has worked to 
date. The present system has the respect of 
the scientists, is responsive to our research 
needs, yet has proven itself by providing a 
remarkably safe environment for underwater 
research. 


The President of MBC Applied 
Environmental Sciences (Ex. 5: 137A p. 
2) remarked: 


OSHA should exempt all scientific diving. 
The first generation of scientific divers 
developed a set of consensual safety 
standards more than two decades ago at a 
single institution, Scripps. Today those same 
basic standards have been refined and 
spread nationwide by recipients to include 
academic and private research organizations, 
state, local, and the federal government. This 
wide acceptance is a result of demonstrated 
safety for the individual and it is not 
employer-specific. 


Based on the overwhelming support 
from comments and hearing testimony, 
as well as other information contained 
in the record, OSHA believes that an 
exemption is justified for all scientific 
diving, not solel:’ scientific diving 
performed by educational institutions. 
Additionally, based on the record and 
discussed later in this notice, OSHA has 
specified conditions that scientific 
diving programs must meet before 
members of the scientific diving 
community may avail themselves of the 
exemption. Therefore, OSHA has 
broadened the exemption to include all 
segments of the scientific diving 
community. 

The following narrative discusses the 
reasons and conclusions reached by 
OSHA for exempting the scientific 
diving community from Subpart T. 
Members of the scientific diving 
community contended that the 
application of Subpart T to scientific 
diving is inappropriate, since the tasks 
performed by commercial divers are 
different than those performed by 
scientific divers (e.g., Ex"’5: 1; 19; 67; 105; 
156), (e.g., Tr. 59-60, 232, 358, 568-569). 
For example, the campus Diving Officer 
from the University of California, Santa 
Barbara (Tr. 568) stated: 


What the individual does when he or she 
reaches the worksite is where the distinction 
should be made. Scientific divers do not use 
explosives, we do not get involved in 
shipwrecking, we do not get involved in 
heavy salvage. We are involved in studying 
animals and plants and living organisms in 
their environment. 


The Diving Safety Officer from Moss 
Landing Laboratories (Tr. 358) noted: 


* * *] believe that scientific divers are a 
completely and entirely different class of 
divers with respect to working conditions, 
tools and equipment used and risk exposure. 
Commercial divers typically are involved in 
underwater construction, repair and 
maintenance, often in emergency capacity 
under potentially hazardous conditions. In 
contrast is the scientific diver who gathers 
specimens, conducts experiments, 
photographs the environment, and in general 
only uses lightweight simple tools 
underwater. 


The President of MBC Applied 
Environmental Sciences (Tr. 337-337A), 
in reference to Subpart T, remarked: 


These regulations were intended for the 
commercial diving industry, plainly, and is 
pointed out in the original emergency 
temporary standard, supporting 
documentation, published in the Federal 
Register * * * 

The scientific diving community does not 


. engage in the shipbreaking, salvage or related 


kinds of activities as pointed out in that 
document. Nor does it use generally oxy or 
cutting equipment, electric arc welders or 
explosive devices. 


However, the Carpenters Union, and 
others, expressed the concern that it 
may be difficult to clearly distinguish 
commercial diving operations from 
scientific diving operations. From this 
perspective, the Carpenters Union 
contended that an exemption which was 
too broad could result in commercial 
diving operations being characterized as 
scientific diving operations and might 
possibly deny the protection afforded by 
Subpart T to its members. The 
representative of the Carpenters Union 
(Tr. 98-99) asserted: 


* * * we have had, from the very 
beginning, a great concern that in 
approaching this problem—in not a careful 
manner, that OSHA could draft an exemption 
that would be so broad that it would deny 
protection under a standard that we worked 
many years to develop, to many of our 
members who are working in the commercial 
diving community. 

The Business Representative from the 
Pile Drivers (associated with the 
Carpenters Union), Local 34, (Tr. 287) 
stated: 


No clear distinction between segments of 
the diving community exist(s). 

We have members of our organization who 
by the nature of their mobility and 
qualification blur any distinction between the 
segments within the diving community. 


Based on the comments and other 
information contained in the record, 
OSHA believes, and the final rule 
recognizes, that the tasks performed by 
commercial divers are different than 
those performed by scientific divers. 
Commercial diving activities necessitate 
the use of heavy tools and include such 
tasks as placing or removing heavy 
objects underwater, inspection of 
pipelines and similar objects, 
construction, demolition, cutting or 
welding, or the use of explosives. 

In contrast, the sole purpose of 
scientific diving is to perform scientific 
research which includes such tasks as 
scientific observation of natural 
phenomena or responses of natural 
systems, and gathering data for 
scientific analysis. The tasks performed 
by scientific divers are usually light, 
short in duration, and if any handtools 
are used, they are usually no more than 
simple non-powered handtools such as 
screwdrivers and pliers. 

Because of the differences in tasks 
performed, OSHA believes that clear 
distinctions can be made between 
scientific diving and commercial diving 


“and has incorporated these distinctions 


in the definition of “scientific diving” in 
the final rule. As will be discussed 
below, OSHA believes that its definition 
of “scientific diving” addresses the 
concerns expressed by the Carpenters 





Union and others as to limiting the 
scope of the exemption, and virtually 
eliminates the potential for overlap and 
confusion between scientific diving and 
commercial diving. 

Members of the scientific diving 
community stated that their effective 
system of self-regulation is the major 
reason why scientific diving operations 
should be exempted from Subpart T. It 
was asserted that this diving community 
has been effectively self-regulated for 
approximately three decades, and that 
its scientific diving programs are 
modeled after the Scripps program 
developed in the early 1950's. The 
Deputy Director of the Scripps 
Institution of Oceanography of the 
University of California, San Diego (Ex. 
5: 125 pp. 1,2) expressed his belief of 
why the system has been so successful: 


I believe that a major factor in the success 
of the Scripps program has been that it is a 
program formulated, monitored, and enforced 
by working divers at the institution with the 
assistance of diving physiologists and safety 
officers. It is one matter for a diver to answer 
for an infraction to an outside regulatory 

’ agency and another matter to answer to one’s 
peers. The fact that individual divers are 
involved in rulemaking and enforcement of 
rules that by consensus have been designed 
to safeguard divers in general and in the 
specific circumstances of scientific diving 
require each diver to examine the potential 
for misadventure in all of his diving activities. 

I note with considerable pride that the 
Scripps diving safety program, including our 
manual for diving safety and our Diving 
Control Board, has become the prototype for 
most institutional diving safety programs 
here and abroad. 


The majority of commenters (e.g., Ex. 
5: 9; 28; 60; 102; 137; 162) as well as 
witnesses at the hearing (Tr. 33, 163, 
321A, 531) favored this system of self- 
regulation because it is formulated, 
monitored, and enforced by working 
divers. 

For example, a research specialist 
from the University of California, Santa 
Barbara (Ex. 5: 22) stated: 


Our local Diving Control Board continually 
monitors diving activity, both to insure 
compliance with the Manual for Diving 
Safety and to review for any needed updates 
to provide greater safety. This peer review of 
dive operations has been very effective. The 
combined expertise of practicing scientific 
divers which has been accumulated and put 
into practice through this system has made it 
one of the best systems that I am aware of. 

The Chairman of the Diving Safety 
Board at the State University of New 
York at Stony Brook (Ex. 5: 27) 
indicated: 

All diving operations are subject to peer 
review and oversight on an ongoing basis to 
ensure compliance with the regulations of the 
manual in all aspects of the project. 


A scientific diver from California 
State University (Ex. 5: 35) noted: 


Our scientific diving program (about 500 to 
800 dives per year) has never had any 
accidents or incidents. All scientific diving 
activities, including the certification of divers 
in our program, are regulated by our Diving 
Control Board which used a peer review 
system. 


The Diving Officer from Moss Landing 
Laboratories (Ex. 5: 42) remarked: 


We have a diving control board that 
consists of the diving officer, diving control 
chairman, environmental health and 
occupational safety officer, and four elected 
divers from our laboratory. Their 
responsibilities include peer review of all 
diving operations, the issue, reissue or 
revocation of diving certificates, changes in 
policy and amendments to the diving safety 
manual, and training and annual re- 
certification of divers. I feel that it is 
important to stress the fact that our diving 
control board is made up of divers 
themselves, who have effectively self- 
regulated our diving program for the past 15 
years. 


A commenter from Oregon State 
University (Ex. 5: 59) observed: 


Our diving safety record has been 
outstanding. Our manual for diving safety (a 
descendant of the Scripps diving regulations) 
is continually updated to remain abreast of 
current technology. The University Diving 
Control Board oversees all diving activities to 
insure compliance with accepted diving 
safety standards. The Diving Control Board 
conducts peer review of the diving operations 
and requires diver certification. 


Based on the comments and testimony 
concerning this issue, OSHA is 
convinced that the elements of the 
Scripps program are responsible for the 
scientific diving community’s effective 
system of self-regulation. As will be 
discussed later in this notice, OSHA, as 
well as the scientific diving community 
itself, believes that certain elements 
derived from the Scripps program must 
be followed to continue the scientific 
diving community’s effective system of 
self-regulation. 

Members of the scientific diving 
community also asserted that the 
excellent safety record of their diving 
community is evidence of effective self- 
regulation. Over 90 commenters and 
most of the witnesses testifying at the 
hearings (e.g., Tr. 33, 175, 478, 558) 
discussed their accident and injury 
experience to illustrate the safety record 
of their diving programs. 

For example, a commenter from 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
(Ex. 5: 26) stated: 


Available information does not support the 
need for more regulatory controls where self- 
regulation based on established prudent 
practices has resulted in an exemplary 
accident/injury record. The MIT Safety 
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Office, for at least the last twenty one (21) 
years, has not received a single report of 
injury or illness to any of our employees who 
dive for research/scientific purposes. To my 
knowledge, this includes three hundred (300) 
dives per year. * * * 


A scientific diver from the University 
of California, Santa Barbara (Ex. 5: 44) 
discussed his part in their program: 


I have had no accident or near-accident in 
11 years of regular diving to do scientific 
research sanctioned by the University. My 
exemplary safety record, I believe, is the 
result of our well-conceived standards which 
we divers, ourselves, have developed and 
updated. 


The Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
diving safety record (Ex. 5: 74) was also 
described as follows: 


Pacific Gas & Electric employees have 
performed underwater research activities 
since 1973, logging approximately 3,500 dives 
with an accrued time of approximately 2000 
underwater hours. In that time there has 
never been a diving accident or incident. 


The Director of the Institute of Marine 
Resources of the University of California 
(Ex. 5: 117 p.2) stated: 


The University of California's diving safety 
standards are self imposed. The overall 
effectiveness of self regulation through self- 
imposed underwater diving safety standards 
and regulations is proven by the fact that our 
students, faculty, researchers, and their 
assistants who have need to dive have 
completed more than 80,000 dives between 
1955 and 1982 with only one pressure-related 
injury reported. 


A comment from the University of 
Michigan (Ex. 5: 122) remarked: 


The safety record of the University of 
Michigan is representative of our scientific 
diving community. During the period of 1960- 
1981 University of Michigan academic, 
scientific, and technical personnel 
participated in and/or supervised more than 
16,000 person dives (or pressure exposures) 
without incidence of employee injury other 
than a few minor ear infections and 
superficial abrasions or sea urchin spine type 
injuries. 

Marineland (Ex. 5: 127) indicated: 


For the past 27 years, Marineland has made 
over 82,000 scheduled in-house and open 
ocean dives, with no diving related deaths or 
pressure related injuries. 


Finally, a research scientist from the 
University of California (Ex. 5: 148) 
described his experience: 

More than 5,000 dives have been made 
under my direction in these research efforts 
* * * None of my divers hag had an accident 
related to pressure or from any other cause. 


The Pile Drivers expressed concern 
that OSHA might decide to grant an 
exemption to the scientific diving 
community based solely on their safety 
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record. The Business Representative for 
the Pile Drivers (Tr. 286B) stated: 

* * * it is our understanding that those 
who seek to become exempt from OSHA 
regulations have an honorable safety record 
which ( I would like in that) respect to 
commend them on that point. And, as for the 
safety record, it is something to be proud of. 
However, it is not reason enough to be 
exempt * * * 


Additionally, the Carpenters Union 
questioned the analysis of the data 
submitted to the record which was used 
to describe the safety record of the 
scientific diving community (Tr. 102- 
106), (Ex. 23). For example, after its 
analysis of the data, the Carpenters 
Union contended that the scientific 
diving community has a high fatality 
rate compared to other industries. In 
evaluating the data, the Carpenters 
Union used data from a 1974 study (Ex. 
19) which estimated the educational/ 
scientific diving population. A more 
recent estimate (1980) submitted to the 
record (Ex. 4: 2) indicated this diving 
population to be much larger. If the 
fatality rate were calculated using the 
larger diving population, the fatality 
rate, while much lower than that 
computed by the Carpenters Union, 
could still be a cause for concern. 

The Carpenters Union, compared the 
scientific diving fatality rate to fatality 
rates calculated by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS) for large industry 
divisions which only include workplaces 
with 11 or more employees. The BLS 
fatality rates do not reflect the total 
number of fatalities in those industry 
divisions because of the number of 
smaller workplaces that are not 
included in their survey. The data used 
by the Carpenters Union encompasses 
virtually all of the scientific diving 
workplaces regardless of the number of 
employees per workplace. Therefore, a 
comparison between the Carpenters 
Union fatality rates and BLS’s rates is 
inappropriate. Even if a comparison 
were meaningful, BLS has indicated that 
large sampling errors exist in their 
fatality rate estimates. 

OSHA also believes that numbers of 
fatalities alone may not accurately 
represent or reflect the risks involved in 
an occupation. The total numbers of 
injuries and illnesses must also be 
considered in evaluating the safety 
record of an industry. In this regard, 
OSHA conducted an analysis of the 
data which considered all aspects of the 
safety record of the scientific diving 
community, i.e., number of injuries, 
illnesses, and fatalities. 

The methodology which OSHA used 
in evaluating the injury and illness 
experience of the scientific diving 
community is the same methodology 


BLS utilizes for determining industry 
incidence rates. The BLS methodology of 
determining incidence rates is a 
nationally recognized method which 
includes fatalities, illnesses and injuries 
in the evaluation of the safety 
experience of an industry. For purposes 
of calculating incidence rates, each 
annual survey conducted by BLS covers 
workplaces of all sizes, and is not 
limited to workplaces with 11 or more 
employees. This method permits a valid 
comparison between industries 
regarding their incidence rates. 

OSHA received incidence data from 
the scientific diving community through 
a survey performed for OSHA under a 
1980 contract (Ex. 4: 2). This survey has 
since been updated (Ex. 15A) to include 
88 institutions with a diving population 
of 5,441 covering an approximate period 
from 1965 through 1981. 

The survey revealed four deaths and 
18 pressure-related accidents during the 
period studied. As discussed at the 
hearing (Tr. 480), however, data more 
recently compiled by the University of 
Rhode Island (URI) reported an 
additional two deaths. Additionally, 
eight cases of suspected decompression 
illnesses and seven cases of minor ear 
problems were reported during this 
same period (Ex. 5: 151 p. 4). Although 
exposure time is lacking for several of 
these incidents, and not all of these 
incidents are OSHA-recordable, OSHA 
has included all reported fatalities and 
injuries for the purpose of computing an 
incidence rate. This results in a total of 
39 incidents (six deaths and 33 injuries/ 
illnesses). 

In evaluating the data concerning the 
safety record of the scientific diving 
community, OSHA has used the BLS 
incidence rates contained in its annual 
survey for 1979 (Ex. 4: 8) for comparison 
to industry divisions and single 
industries. The BLS occupational 
incidence rates are computed on the 
basis of 100 workers each working 2,000 
hours a year. The formula is as follows. 
(N/EH) x 200,000= incidence rate per 100 
full-time workers where— 


N=number of injuries and illnesses 
(including deaths) or lost workdays 

EH= total hours worked by all employees 
during calendar year 

200,000 = base for 100 full-time equivalent 
workers (working 40 hours per week, 50 
weeks per year) 


As stated, the survey consisted of a 
diving population of 5,441 (Ex. 15A). - 
Even assuming that all 39 incidents 
occurred in one year, instead of over 15 
years as reported, the incidence rate 
would be: 


(39/(5441 x 2000)) x 200,000=.7 


Further, assuming that all 39 
incidences were attributable only to 
educational/scientific divers with a 
population of 2340 (an early 1970's 
estimate (Ex. 19)), which of course they 
are not, the incidence rate would be: 


(39/(2340 x 2000)) x 200,000=1.66 


Finally, if the 39 incidents are 
averaged over a 15-year period using the 
diving populations explained above, the 
incidence rates would be: 
(2.6/(2340 x 2000)) x 200,000=.1 
(2.6/(5441 x 2000)) x 200,000 =.04 


Any of these incidence rates compare 
very favorably with the following rates 
from other industry divisions and 
industries with low incidence rates (Ex. 
4: 8): 





BLS 1979 
a 


rate 


OSHA believes that this favorable 
comparison of incidence rates, along 
with other data contained in the record, 
is, indeed, evidence of an effective 
system of self-regulation by the 
scientific diving community. OSHA 
further believes that this effective 
system of self-regulation mitigates risks 
associated with scientific diving and, 
therefore, increased risks to scientific 
divers would not result if removed from 
coverage under Subpart T. 

One of the issues addressed in this 
rulemaking concerns the 
appropriateness of the scientific diving 
community seeking an exemption, rather 
than a variance, from Subpart T. The 
Carpenters Union remarked that an 
exemption from the OSHA standards 
would be unprecedented by making a 
broad incursion into a safety standard 
without considering the variance 
alternative. 

OSHA would like to note that 
exemptions to OSHA standards based 
on differences in hazards and exposure 
are not uncommon. Indeed, as an 
example, OSHA has previously 
exempted instructional diving using 
SCUBA from Subpart T because the 
following distinctions could be made 
between diving instructors and 
commercial divers: instructors are 
student oriented; they have the choice of 
the dive site; and, they do not utilize 
heavy construction tools, handle 
explosives, or use burning and welding 
tools. Additionally, instructors are 





rarely exposed to adverse sea states, 
temperature extremes, great depths, 
poor visibility, or heavy workloads (42 
FR 37650). Based on these differences, 
OSHA determined that instructional 
diving should be exempted from the 
standard for commercial diving 
operations. 

Similarly, although scientific diving 
was originally included in the standard 
for commercial diving operations in 
1977, OSHA now believes that a 

substantial basis exists in the record of 
this rulemaking, also to exempt 
scientific diving from the standard for 
commercial diving operations. Further, 
OSHA believes that the conditions to be 
imposed on scientific diving programs 
under the final exemption will assure 
that the protections provided by the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act are 
maintained. 

The representative for the Carpenters 
Union (Tr. 99) in discussing the variance 
procedure stated: 


From the very beginning, we have taken 
the position that if the scientific community is 
stating that they have an equally protective 
system, so far as we know, the variance 
procedure is the appropriate procedure under 
the OSHA Act to offer an equally protective 
system so that persons who would seek to 
avoid the intention of the Act and who can - 
characterize themselves as scientists, but 
don’t comply with any set of rules, would not 
be allowed lawfully to function and violate 
the Act through an improperly or overly 
broad definition. 


However, members of the scientific 
diving community contended that it 
would be more appropriate to exempt 
scientific diving operations from Subpart 
T rather than obtaining a variance 
because a variance would do no more 
than require compliance with an 
alternative standard, which they have 
effectively done, voluntarily, for more 
than three decades. 

A witness at the hearing (Tr. 35, 37) 
stated: 


* * * by definition, the variance would be 
to operate under an alternative standard. . . 
the alternative would be the standard we 
have been the authors and custodians of for 
three decades. Why then, since the 
consensual mechanism is in place, and its 
success as shown by the safety record is 
clear, should the federal government, or 
anyone else, wish to intervene or replace it 
with a standard such as Subpart T, which is 
so demonstrably flawed for our purposes? 

* * * the enormous expenses involved 
simply to continue something which has been 
ongoing in a safe and healthful way, would 
result in a number of terminated programs. 
This would be a disaster of the first 
magnitude for the United States. The 
programs we represent focus on the 
individual as being trained to assume 
responsibility for his or her own safety. This 
system has worked remarkably well. No 


amount of federal rulemaking, either directly 
or under a variance, can add one iota to this 
philosophy or to extend the safety record. 


Members of the scientific diving 
community expressed concern that the 
time involved in obtaining a variance, 
the resultant delays in carrying out 
research activities, as well as the costs 
involved in obtaining a variance or in 
requesting modifications of variances 
might curtail or eliminate important 
research projects and thus be 
detrimental to their scientific research 
programs (e.g., Tr. 35, 53, 184-185, 212- 
213, 547-548). 

For example, the Chairman of the 
Diving Safety Board at the University of 
New York at Stony Brook (Tr. 210) 
stated: 

* * * itis my position that this would be a 
needless and expensive burden that literally 
all institutions conducting scientific diving 
would be forced to undertake since all would 
require a variance regardless of the size of 
their operations, perhaps even on a project- 
by-project basis, this mechanism is not 
appropriate to this situation given that large 
numbers of institutions have been identified 
as conducting scientific diving projects. 

In my own case with limited research funds 
and a budget cycle that operates annually, a 
delay of a minimum of three months for a 
variance will effectively stop my funding. 


Finally, a scientific diver from the 
University of California, Santa Cruz (Ex. 
5: 150) observed: 

* * * the Carpenters Unions suggestion 
that OSHA should grant a variance instead of 
an exemption for scientific diving seems 
based on the misconception that it is the 
scientific employers who are requesting 
exemption. In fact, the pressure for 
exemption comes primarily from the 
employees, the divers themselves who have 
developed the consensual scientific diving 
standards for their own safety, and largely 
independently of the administrative structure 
of the institution to which they belong. 


OSHA believes that the variance 
procedure would place additional 
unnecessary burdens on all parties 
involved since each employer seeking 
relief from Subpart T would have to 
obtain a variance whether on an 
individual basis or as a part of a group. 
Completion of the variance procedure 
may take 120 days and in some cases a 
year or more. The amount of time 
involved in processing variance 
requests, as well as the potential 
number of variances which may have to 
be obtained, could significantly limit 
scientific diving programs conducted by 
scientific organizations. 

OSHA is convinced that it can 
provide more comprehensive relief to 
the scientific diving community through 
rulemaking then it could through a 
multiplicity of variance applications. 
Further, by delineating both the scope of 
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scientific diving and the conditions upon 
which exemption rests, OSHA is 
assuring that exemption is attained only 
by limited category of operations, and 
only under carefully prescribed 
conditions. 

OSHA received substantial comment 
in the rulemaking record on the question 
of how the term “scientific diving” 
should be defined in the final rule. Many 
commenters and witnesses 
recommended the adoption of the 
California OSHA (CAL/OSHA) 
definition for scientific diving (e.g., Ex. 5: 
27; 61; 102; 155), (e.g., Tr. 46, 182, 353). 
Additionally, a post-hearing comment 
representing the membership of the 
American Academy of Underwater 
Sciences (AAUS) (Ex. 25) supported a 
definition of scientific diving which was 
an extension of the CAL/OSHA 
definition. 

Both the CAL/OSHA definition and 
the definition supported by AAUS 
distinguish between scientific diving 
and commercial diving by focusing on 
who is performing the diving, rather 
than on the tasks being performed. For 
example, CAL/OSHA defines scientific 
diving as “all diving performed by 
employees necessary to, and part of a 
scientific research or educational 
activity; in conjunction with a project or 
study under the jurisdiction of any 
public or research or educational 
institution or similarly recognized 
organizations, departments, or groups.” 
(emphasis added) 

The definition for scientific diving 
suggested by AAUS would extend the 
CAL/OSHA definition to include 
additional criteria with respect to who is 
performing the diving and, additionally, 
requirements to assure compliance with 
the scientific diving community's system 
of self-regulation. 

Although OSHA agrees with the need 
to make a clear distinction between 
scientific diving and commercial diving, 
the agency believes that its definition of 
scientific diving should focus primarily 
on the types of tasks performed and the 
objectives to be attained. The record 
reflects that it is the actual work being 
performed that forms the basis for 
distinguishing scientific from 
commercial diving. 

Further, the Carpenters Union (Tr 99) 
expressed concern that OSHA might 
develop a definition for scientific diving 
that would be overly or improperly 
broad which would allow persons who 
seek to avoid the intention of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act to 
characterize themselves as scientific 
divers. OSHA agrees that a definition 
should not be overly or improperly 
broad and believes that this concern is 
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addressed by focusing on the tasks of 
the diver in the definition. 

Accordingly, the OSHA definition in 
the final rule states that scientific diving 
means “diving performed solely as a 
necessary part of a scientific, research, 
or educational activity by employees 
whose sole purpose for diving is to 
perform scientific research tasks.” For 
added clarity, the definition gives 
examples of tasks that would be 
considered to be commercial and not 
scientific diving, even if they were 
performed by a scientific diver. Thus, if 
an employee was diving for the purpose 
of scientific observation of marine life 
and, in addition, was also inspecting a 
pipe for cracks, the exemption would 
not apply since the so/e purpose of the 
dive would not be scientific research. 

OSHA’s definition of scientific diving, 
by focusing on tasks performed, makes 
no distinction between scientific diving 
performed for profit or non-profit. The 
scientific diving community consists of 
various types of entities such as 
educational institutions, governmental 
organizations and private concerns, all 
of which have contributed to the 
scientific diving community’s safety 
record. Commenters (e.g., Ex. 5: 81; 122; 
155) and witnesses at the hearing (Tr. 57, 
164, 182, 214, 236, 338A, 571) noted that 
those who perform legitimate scientific 
diving, whether it is for profit or non- 
profit purposes, and follow consensual 
guidelines, should be covered by the 
exemption. OSHA agrees that if the sole 
purpose for diving is to perform 
scientific research tasks, then further 
distinctions are not justified. 

The Carpenters Union expressed 
concern that programs may exist that do 
not follow the scientific diving 
community's system of self-regulation 
(Tr. 194). A representative of the 
American Academy of Underwater 
Sciences indicated that if such programs 
do exist, they would be imprudent 
programs (Tr. 194). OSHA agrees that 
such programs would be imprudent and 
believes that scientific diving programs 
must meet certain conditions in order to 
qualify for the exemption. In particular, 
OSHA wishes to assure that programs 
are in conformance with the Scripps 
concepts and that they continue to 
adhere to the community's effective 
system of self-regulation. Further, 
representatives of the scientific diving 
community indicated at the hearing (Tr. 
46-48, 182, 208, 215-216, 236, 326, 353— 
353A, 444, 453, 470-472, 519-520, 570) 
and in a post-hearing comment (Ex. 25) 
that conditions placed on the exemption 
would be beneficial to the scientific 
diving community in preserving the 
integrity of their programs. 


Therefore, the final rule sets forth 
elements which a scientific diving 
program must have in order to be 
exempted from Subpart T. These 
elements are based on the Scripps 
program and also reflect 
recommendations and criteria derived 
from the comments and diving safety 
manuals submitted to OSHA (e.g., Ex. 5: 
27; 39; 49; 73; 127; 137B; 142). These 
conditions will assure that the reasons 
for exemption continue. 

First, the diving program shall have a 
diving safety manual which includes at 
a minimum, procedures covering all 
diving operations specific to the 
program; procedures for emergency care, 
including recompression and 
evacuation; and criteria for diver 
training and certification. 

OSHA believes that a diving safety 
manual is essential for any diving 
program. The record demonstrates that 
scientific diving programs maintain their 
own diving manual tailored to the needs 
of their programs. 

Second, the program shall include a 
diving control board with the majority of 
its members being active divers and 
which shall at a minimum have the 
authority to approve and monitor diving 
projects; review and revise the diving 
safety manual; ensure compliance with 
the manual; certify the depths to which 
a diver has been trained; take 
disciplinary action for unsafe practices; 
and assure adherence to the buddy 
system for SCUBA diving. 

As indicated above, the diving control 
board must assure adherence to the 
buddy diving system for SCUBA diving. 
The buddy diving system means a diver 
is accompanied by and is in continuous 
contact with another diver in the water. 
The buddy diving system is a 
fundamental practice followed by the 
scientific diving community (e.g., Ex. 5: 
29A2; 61; 72; 137B), (e.g., Tr. 203-204, 
319-319A, 451, 511) and is based on 
mutual assistance. The California 
Advisory Committee on Scientific and 
Technical Diving (Ex. 4: 3) stated that 
“by being together in buddy pairs, these 
divers can recognize and solve minor 
problems before they develop into 
emergencies. If an emergency should 
develop, a buddy can render aid 
immediately.” 

The Director of the Division of Diving 
Control of the University of California, 
Berkeley (Ex. 5: 143 p 2) remarked: 


The buddy system, a cornerstone in 
scientific diving practice, means that I will 
take care of you and protect your life and you 
will take care of me. 


OSHA believes that the scientific 
diving community's prohibition of solo 
diving and its reliance on the buddy 


diving system for SCUBA diving (the 
primary diving mode used in the 
scientific diving community (Ex. 4: 3)), 
had enhanced the safety of the scientific 
diver and is reflected in the scientific 
diving community's safety record. 
Therefore, OSHA has determined that 
the buddy diving system should be 
included in the conditions for 
exemption. 

For the reasons discussed above, 
OSHA believes that the diving control 
board with its system of peer review is 
essential to the safety of diving 
operations. Therefore, a scientific diving 
program will not be exempted from 
Subpart T unless it has a diving control 
board which exercises authority over 
the program, as set forth above. 

In conclusion, based on the record of 
this rulemaking and the above 
discussion, OSHA believes that these 
conditions are both feasible and 
necessary. 

OSHA raised two other issues in the 
notice of proposed rulemaking. One 
concerned the adoption of the Coast 
Guard exemption of diving performed 
solely for research and development for 
the advancement of diving equipment 
and technology. Many commenters 
suggested that such an exemption would 
bring greater consistency to the Coast 
Guard and OSHA standards. However, 
no supporting data were provided to 
demonstrate that such an exemption is 
necessary. Therefore, OSHA belie~es 
there is no need to provide this separate 
exemption. 

The final issue raised by OSHA 
concerned whether OSHA should only 
exempt scientific diving when such 
diving complies with an alternative 
standard. The majority of those who 
commented on this issue rejected it (e.g., 
Ex. 5: 27;48; 78; 102; 127; 152). Since the 
scientific diving community has 
maintained an effective system of self- 
regulation, they contend that 
promulgation of an alternative OSHA 
standard will not increase diver safety. 
They believe that if they are allowed to 
follow their own Scripps-type programs 
that have safety as their main purpose, 
this will continue to serve the purposes 
of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act. For example, the Vice Chancellor 
for Faculty and Staff Affairs at the 
California State University and Colleges 
(Ex. 5: 13 p.3) stated: 

The scientific community has developed 
and been in conformance with safety 
standards based on the practical experiences 
of the divers themselves long before OSHA. 
Exemption from OSHA does not mean that 
the community will be without safety 
standards for the scientific community will 
continue a long established practice which 
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has resulted in a nearly perfect safety record. 
The self-imposed safety standards and 
procedures will continue to be regularly 
updated, revised, and applied to specific 
geographical problems. This flexibility to 
meet technological changes and the special 
requirements of specific geographical areas 
must be retained by the scientific community. 
We feel that OSHA diving regulations are not 
remotely comparable to those of the scientific 
diving community for purposes of the 
individual diver’s safety and health. 


A research diver from the University 
of California, Santa Barbara (Ex. 5: 22 
p.2) remarked: 


An alternative already exists, in the form 

* of the presently used scientific diving 
consensual standard. No constructive 
purpose will be served by taking 
responsibility for this standard away from 
the user group especially since they have - 
accumulated a safety record which is a 
standard in itself. 


A commenter from Occidental College 
(Ex. 5: 111 p.2) stated: 


* * * we reject the notion that OSHA only 
exempt scientific diving when such diving 
complies with an alternative standard 
comparable to OSHA's Subpart T standard. 
Without question, the present scientific 
diving standard is continuously amended in 
response to technological advances as well 
as to developments in underwater 
physiology. By utilizing a flexible and 
evolving diving standard, the scientific diving 
community is assured of a standard that 
conscientiously focuses on providing 
maximum safety and health. 


The Diving Officer for Old Dominion 
University (Ex. 5: 120 p.2) indicated: 


Question 3 is confusing to me, as the 
scientific educational community has had 
diving regulations for three decades and 
OSHA now is saying we are the 
“alternative”. Our standards have been 
molded and shaped over the years based on 
experience, study, etc., and they work. 


The Diving Officer from Scripps 
Institution of Oceanography of the 
University of California, San Diego (Ex. 
5: 142 pp. 2-3) remarked: 


The scientific community has developed 
and been in conformance with safety 
standards based on the practical experiences 
of the divers themselves long before OSHA. 
Exemption from OSHA does not mean that 
the Community will be without safety 
standards, for the scientific community will 
continue a long established practice which 
has resulted in a nearly perfect safety record. 


A research diver from the University 
of California (Ex. 5: 148 p.2) noted: 


This question is biased and difficult to 
answer because, as far as I am concerned, 
OSHA has tried to develop an alternative 
standard which I find much less satisfactory 
than the safety codes which already exist for 
all U.S. scientific divers. 


Finally, the President of the American 
Academy of Underwater Sciences (Ex. 5: 
153 p. 3) stated: 


We consider the issue of whether OSHA 
should exempt scientific diving when it 
complies with an “alternative standard” to be 
moot. From the abundance of evidence 
submitted over the past years, it should be 
clear that there was a highly developed 
standard of practice in existence. There is no 


_shred of evidence to indicate that the SDC 


[scientific diving community] has been 
irresponsible in any way toward the health 
and safety of its members. 


OSHA believes that the steps 
necessary for a scientific diving program 
to be exempt from Subpart T are 
sufficiently stringent as to render an 
alternative OSHA standard 
unnecessary. The conditions placed on 
scientific diving programs in the final 
rule will assure the continued adherence 
to, and the integrity of, the scientific 
diving community’s effective consensual 
program. Further, OSHA believes that 
the final rule will provide greater 
flexibility for the scientific diving 
community in planning and executing its 
scientific diving research programs, 
while maintaining the practices and 
procedures that have resulted in its 
exemplary safety record. 

. After a careful evaluation of all of the 
information contained in the record, 
OSHA has concluded that the same 
justifications for exemption of scientific 
diving performed by educational 
institutions are also valid for exemption 
of all segments of the scientific diving 
community; that there are significant 
differences between scientific diving 
and commercial diving; that utilization 
of the variance mechanism would be an 
unnecessary burden and would not 
provide relief as expeditiously as the 
rulemaking process; that the scientific 
diving community has for many years 
been implementing the safeguards first 
developed by the Scripps Institution and 
is effectively self-regulated; and that the 
purpose of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act will be served by the 
community's continued adherence to its 
system of self-regulation. Therefore, 
OSHA has determined that scientific 
diving programs should be exempted 
from Subpart T if they meet the 
conditions set forth in the final rule. 

The commercial diving standard was 
originally issued after consultation with 
the Construction Advisory Committee 
under section 107 of the Construction 
Safety Act (40 U.S.C. 333). Because the 
exemption of scientific diving is not 
expected to affect the diving standard as 
applied to construction under 29 CFR 
1926.605(e), this final rule is not being 
referred to that committee for review. 
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III. Regulatory Assessment 


In accordance with Executive Order 
No. 12291 (46 FR 13193) OSHA assessed 
the potential economic impact of the 
proposal. OSHA concluded that the 
subject matter of the proposal was not a 
“major” action and did not necessitate 
further economic impact evaluation or 
the preparation of a Regulatory 
Analysis. The rulemaking would not 
have an annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more, cause major 
increases in costs or prices, or have any 
other significant adverse effects. 

The proposal was to grant an 
exemption from 29 CFR Part 1910, 
Subpart T, Commercial Diving 
Operations, to educational institutions 
performing diving for marine scientific 
research and development purposes. 
This exemption has now been 
broadened to include all scientific diving 
under the direction and control of a 
diving program containing specified 
conditions. 

The overwhelming majority of 
comments on the proposal favored the 
exemption of all scientific diving and 
emphasized voluntary safety programs 
that have resulted in a significant risk 
reduction for divers engaged in scientific 
endeavors. There were no comments 
that took issue with OSHA's 
determination that the proposed 
exemption would not result in a major 
economic impact. 

Information submitted to the record 
by representatives of institutions 
involved in scientific diving indicate 
that safety programs similar to those 
required for exemption from the 
standard for commercial diving 
operations are already in place. Because 
the exemption of scientific diving from 
coverage under Subpart T does not 
impose any additional costs and in fact 
eliminates costs that have placed 
economic burdens on the educational 
and scientific diving community, OSHA 
has determined that no additional 
analysis is necessary for the final 
regulatory assessment. 

In addition, pursuant to the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (Pub. 
L. 96-353, 94 Stat. 1164 (5 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.)), OSHA assessed the impact of the 
proposed rulemaking on small entities 
and concluded that it would not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. No 
comments submitted took issue with this 
determination. After a careful review of 
the rulemaking record, OSHA therefore 
certifies that this action will have no 
significant impacts on the total 
economy, on any one industry, or on 
small entities. 
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IV. List of Subjects in 29 CFR Part 1910 


Occupational safety and health, 
Safety. 


V. Effective Date 


Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(1), a 
substantive rule can be made 
immediately effective upon publication 
if it provides an exemption or relieves a 
regulatory burden. Therefore, OSHA is 
making the exemption for scientific 
diving effective as of today’s date. 

Should the issuance of this exemption 
be stayed, judicially or administratively, 
or should this exemption not sustain 
legal challenge under section 6(f) of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, the 
current standards in §§ 1910.401- 
1910.440 will remain in effect for 
scientific diving. 


VI. Authority 


This document was prepared under 
the direction of Thorne G. Auchter, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Occupational Safety and Health, U.S. 
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20210. 

Accordingly, pursuant to sections 6(b) 
and 8(c) of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1593, 1599; 
29 U.S.C. 655, 657), Section 41 of the 
Longshoreman’s and Harbor Workers’ 
Compensation Act (44 Stat. 1444 as 
amended; 33 U.S.C. 941), Secretary of 
Labor's Order No. 8-76 (41 FR 25059), 
and 29 CFR Part 1911, Part 1910 of Title 
29 of the Code of Federal Regulations, is 
amended as set forth below. 


PART 1910—[ AMENDED] 


1. Section 1910.401 is amended by 
adding a new paragraph (a)(2)(iv) to 
read as follows: 


§ 1910.401 Scope and application. 

(a) @ @:¢7 

(2) * * & 

(iv) Defined as scientific diving and 
which is under the direction and control 
of a diving program containing at least 
the following elements: 

(A) Diving safety manual which 
includes at a minimum: procedures 
covering all diving operations specific to 
the program; procedures for emergency 
care, including recompression and 
evacuation; and criteria for diver 
training and certification. 

(B) Diving control (safety) board, with 
the majority of its members being active 
divers, which shall at a minimum have 
the authority to: Approve and monitor 
diving projects; review and revise the 
diving safety manual; assure compliance 
with the manual;-certify the depths to 
which a diver has been trained; take 
disciplinary action for unsafe practices; 


and, assure adherence to the buddy 
system (a diver is accompanied by and 
is in continuous contact with another 
diver in the water) for SCUBA diving. 

2. Section 1910.402 is amended by 
adding a new definition, “scientific 
diving,” between definitions for “Psi(g)” 
and “SCUBA diving,” to read as follows: 


§ 1910.402 Definitions. 
7 * * * * 

“Scientific diving” means diving 
performed solely as a necessary part of 
a scientific, research, or educational 
activity by employees whose sole 
purpose for diving is to perform 
scientific research tasks. Scientific 
diving does not include performing any 
tasks usually associated with 
commercial diving such as: placing or 
removing heavy objects underwater; 
inspection of pipelines and similar 
objects; construction; demolition; cutting 
or welding; or the use of explosives. 
(Sec. 6, 8, 84 Stat. 1593, 1598 (29 U.S.C. 655, 
657); Sec. 41, 44 Stat. 1444 (33 U.S.C. 941); 29 
CFR Part 1911, Secretary of Labor’s Order No. 
8-76 (41 FR 25059)) 

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 19th day of 
November, 1982. 

Thorne G. Auchter, 

Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
[FR Doc. 82-32335 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-26-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Minerals Management Service 


30 CFR Part 211 


Coal Exploration and Mining 
Operations 


AGENCY: Minerals Management Service, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Corrections to final rule. 


SUMMARY: This document corrects 
clerical/typographical errors and minor 
omissions in the July 30, 1982, final 
rulemaking for 30 CFR Part 211, Coal 
Exploration and Mining Operations (47 
FR 33154). These corrections are being 
made to clarify portions of the rule that 
appear to be ambiguous. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Thomas V. Leshendok, (703) 860- 
7506, (FTS) 928-7506, or Mr. Harold W. 
Moritz, (703) 860-7136, (FTS) 928-7136. . 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the 
July 30, 1982, Federal Register, the 
Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
published final rulemaking for 30 CFR 
Part 211, Coal Exploration and Mining 


Operations. Review by the principal 
authors of that rulemaking has revealed 
potential ambiguities due to clerical/ 
typographical errors and minor 
omissions of phrases. This correction to 
that final rulemaking is intended to 
remove the potential ambiguities. 

In addition, one comment received on 
the December 16, 1981, proposed 
rulemaking for 30 CFR Part 211 (46 FR 
61424) requested that “soil samples 
(taken) for reclamation purposes” 
should be included in the definition of 
exploration. In the preamble to the July 
30, 1982, final rulemaking for 30 CFR 
Part 211 (47 FR 33158), MMS concurred 
with the comment and added the word 
“soil” to the definition of “exploration” 
(47 FR 33181). Further review of this 
addition has revealed that the inclusion 
of the word “soil” could be 
misconstrued to mean that an 
exploration plan would have to be 
approved by MMS if on/y soil sampling 
were to be conducted. This was not the 
intent of MMS when it concurred with 
the comment. 

The MMS has determined that soil 
sampling in and of itself does not 
constitute exploration. Therefore, the 
word “soil” has been deleted from the 
definition of ‘‘exploration.” 

The corrections to the final 
rulemaking document are as follows: 


General Correction 


1. Throughout the entire 
“SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:”, 
“43 CFR Part 3400” is corrected to read 
“43 CFR Group 3400”; “30 CFR 211” is 
corrected to read “30 CFR Part 211”; 
and, “10 CFR 378” is corrected to read 
“10 CFR Part 378”. 


Specific Corrections—Preamble 


2. On page 33154, line 10 of the 
“SUMMARY” in the first column is 
corrected to read “continued operation, 
advance royalty,”. 

3. On page 33154, line 16 of the second 
paragraph of “Responsibilities under 
MLA” in the second column is corrected 
to read “requirements of FCLAA for 
exploration,”. 

4. On page 33154, the last line of the 
paragraph entitled “Relation to OSM’s 
Federal Lands Program” in the third 
column is corrected to read “involve 
Federal coal.” 

5. On page 33154, the first paragraph 
under “General Comments” in the third 
column is corrected by adding “until the 
first lease readjustment after August 4, 
1976.” to the end of the last sentence. 

6. On page 33155, columns 2 and 3 of 
the chart in column 3 are corrected by 
inserting a new line following the line 
that reads “Commercial Quantities” 





with a line that reads: 

“211.2(a)(6) | 
211.2(a)(8).”; by inserting “211.2(a)(7)” in 
column 2 on the same line as 
“Continued Operation Year” in column 
1; by inserting a new line following the 
line that reads , 
“211.2(a)(17) | 
211.2(a)(21).” with a line that reads 
“211.2(a)(18) | 
211.2(a)(22).”; and, by inserting 
“211.2(a)(19)” in column 2 on the same 
line as “211.2(a)(23).” in column 3. 

7. On page 33155, column 3 of the 
chart in column 3: “‘211.2(a)(4).” is 
corrected to read “211.2(a)(6).”; 
“211.2(a)(5).” is corrected to read 
“211.2(a)(7).”; “211.2(a)(7).” is corrected 
to read “211.2(a)(9).”; “211.2(a)(8).” is 
corrected to read “211.2(a)(10).” ; and, 
“211.2(a)(9).” is corrected to read 
“211.2(a)(11).”. 

8. On page 33155, in column 3 of the 
chart in column 3 “211.2(a)(26).” is 
corrected to read “211.2(a)(27).”; 
“211.2(a)(27).” is corrected to read 
“211.2(a)(26).”; and the two lines are 
resequenced accordingly. 

9. On page 33156, in line 31 in column 
1 of the chart in column 1, “.306(b)” is 
corrected to read “.309(b)”. 

10. On page 33156, the heading in 
column 2 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(6)* * *”. 

11. On page 33156, lines 8 and 16 in 
column 3 are corrected to read, 
respectively, “2110.2(a)(6)(ii)). The depth 
criterion” and ‘“ CFR 211.2(a)(6)(iv) 
adequately addresses”. 

12. On page 33156, The heading in 
column 3 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(6), (26), and (37) * * *”. 

13. On page 33156, line 8 under “30 
CFR 211.2(a) * * *” in column 3 is 
corrected to read “211.2(a)(6), and 
assuming an average”. 

14. On page 33157, the heading in 
column 1 is corrected to read ‘‘ 30 CFR 
211.2(a)(7), (9), (13), and (14) * * *”. 

15. On page 33157, line 30 in column 3 
is corrected to read “operators/lessees 
under an approved permit and an 
approved resource recovery and 
protection plan. It should be noted”. 

16. On page 33158, line 2 of paragraph 
“(2)” in the first column is corrected to 
read “which do not contain an 
unreadjusted”. 

17, On page 33158, the heading in 
column 1, is corrected to read “30 CFR 
221.2(a)(8)* * *”. 

18. On page 33158, line 50 in column 3 
is corrected to read “definition be left as 
proposed because,”. 

19. On page 33159, line 12 of the 
second column is corrected to read 
“original Federal lease diligence” and 
line 24 of the second column is corrected 


to read “determination and are one 
factor considered”. 

20. On page 33159, the heading in 
column 3 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(23) and (37)* * * ”. 

21. On page 33160, line 23 of the 
second column is corrected to read 
“1265(b)(1)). The MMS will not force 
an”. 

22. On page 33160, the headings in the 
second column are revised to read ‘30 
CFR 211.2(a)(27)” and “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(26)” and the paragraphs are 
resequenced. 

23. On pate 33160, line 17 under “30 
CFR 211.2(a})(27) Minable Reserve Base” 
in the second column is corrected to 
read “reserve base. By the same 
reasoning”. 

24. On page 33160, the first heading in 
column 3 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2faYf3i).*.;°. *\". 

25. On page 33160, the second heading 
in column 3 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(34)* * * ”. 

26. On page 33160, the third heading in 
column 3 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(39)* * * ”. 

27. On page 33161, the first heading in 
column 1 is corrected to read “30 CFR 
211.2(a)(42)* * * ”. 

28. On page 33162, line 5 under 
§ 211.3(c)(11) in column 2 is corrected to 
read “received on 30 CFR 211.3(c) and 
(d).” 

29. On page 33165, line 2 under “30 
CFR 211.10(a)(3)(x)” in the second 
column is corrected to read “‘of this 
paragraph as being ‘open-ended.’ ” 

30. On page 33166, line 13 of the last 
full paragraph in the first column is 
corrected to read “in the SMCRA permit 
applications. These”. 

31. On page 33169, line 14 after the 
example under “30 CFR 211.11(a)(3)” in 
column 1 is corrected to read “1.12 
million tons. It should be noted that on 
the effective date of the operator/lessee 
election, since 12 million tons were 
applied toward diligence, the diligent 
development requirement of 1.12 million 
tons had been satisfied and the 
operation was automatically subject to 
the condition of continued operation. 
Upon acquisition of”. 

32. On page 33169, line 11 of the 
second full paragraph under “30 CFR 
211.11(b)(2)” in the second column is 
corrected to read “concerns. If there are 


. disagreements.” 


33. On page 33171, lines 6 through 8 of 
the second full paragraph in column 1 
are corrected to read “211.21(c) has been 
revised accordingly and continued 
operation has been removed from 30 
CFR 211.21(d). One”. 

34. On page 33172, line 14 in the first 
column is corrected to read “one 
comment stated that suspensions”. 
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35. On page 33177, line 7 under “30 
CFR 211.80{c)(5)” in the third column is 
corrected to read “information may be 
required. The additional”. 


Specific Corrections—Regulatory Text 


36. On page 33179, line 4 under 
“Authority” in the third column is 
corrected to read “Lands of 1947, as 
amended (30 U.S.C. 351-359); the”. 

37. On page 33179, line 13 under 
“Authority” in the third column is 
corrected to read “396g); the Act of 
February 28, 1891, as”. 

38. On page 33180, line 9 under 
§ 211.2(a)(1) in the second column is 
corrected to read “prior to August 4, 
1976, and not readjusted after”. 

39. On page 33181, line 8 under 
definition “(17) Exploration” is 
corrected to read ‘coal, overburden, and 
strata above”. 

40. On page 33181, definitions “(26)” 
and “(27)” in the second column are 
redesignated as “(27)” and “(26)”, 
respectively, in order to be in numerical 
order. 

41. On page 33181, line 6 of definition 
“(38)” in the third column is corrected to 
read “degradation of coal-bearing or 
mineral-”. 


* 42. On page 33183, line 2 of § 211.4(f) 


in the third column is corrected to read 
“the District Mining Supervisor and 
the”. 

43. On page 33184, iine 3 of 
§ 211.6(a)(4) in column 1 is corrected to 
read “recoverable coal reserves figure”. 

44. On page 33185, lines 45 and 46 of 
the first full paragraph under § 211.10(b) 
in the first column are corrected to read 
“approved as of August 30, 1982, shall 
be revised to comply”. 

45. On page 33186, the title of 
§ 211.11(a)(3) in column 2 is corrected to 
read “Recoverable coal reserves 
estimates.” 

46. On page 33187, lines 4 through 6 of 
§ 211.20(b)(1) in the second column are 
corrected to read “Mining Supervisor in 
writing prior to August 30, 1983.” 

47. On page 33188, line 3 in the first 
column is corrected to read “pursuant to 
30 CFR 211.22(b), direct”. 

48. On page 33188, lines 3 and 4 of 
§ 211.22(b)(3) in the first column are 
corrected to read “of suspension, in 
accordance with 30 CFR 211.22(b), of 
operations and”. 

49. On page 33188, line 16 of 
§ 211.23(c) in the second column is 
corrected to read “underground mining 
operations and 12%”. 

50. On page 33189, line 3 under 
§ 211.40(b)(1) in the third column is 
corrected to read “Federal lease issued 
or readjusted”. 
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51. On page 33193, line 3 of § 211.70(b) 
in the first column is corrected to read 
“District Mining Supervisor and the”. 

52. On page 33193, line 7 of § 211.72(c) 
in the third column is corrected to read 
“approved exploration or resource”. 

53. On page 33195, lines 4 through 6 of 
§ 211.102(a) in the second column are 
corrected to read ‘“‘to these rules will 
result in the collection by MMS of the 
full amount past”. 

54. On page 33195, line 13 of 
§ 211.102(a) in the second column is 
corrected to read “provided by MMS to 
the operator/lessee.” 

55. On page 33195, lines 7 and 8 of 
§ 211.102(e) in the third column are 
corrected to read “payments, fees, or 
assessments that an operator/lessee is 
required to pay”. 

Dated: November 13, 1982 
Jim Watt 
Secretary, Department of the Interior. 

[FR Doc. 82-32256 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 110 
[CCGD8-82-02] 


Anchorage Regulations; Lower 
Mississippi River 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Coast Guard has 
amended the anchorage regulations on 
the Lower Mississippi River by shifting 
the Cedar Grove Anchorage 
approximately 3,000 feet downriver. 
This action was necessary because of a 
planned midstream loading facility in 
the present anchorage. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 27, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
LCDR R. E. Ford, Port Safety Officer, 
Captain of the Port, New Orleans, LA, 
U.S. Coast Guard, 4640 Urquhart Street, 
New Orleans, LA 70117, Tel: (504) 589- 
7118. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July 
22, 1982, the Coast Guard published a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the 
Federal Register for this regulation (47 
FR 31711). Interested persons were 
requested to submit comments and no 
comments were received. 


Drafting Information . 


The drafters of this regulation are LT 
M. W. Brown, Project Officer, c/o 
Commander, Eighth Coast Guard 
District (mps) and LT J. C. Helfrich, 


Project Attorney, c/o Commander, 
Eighth Coast Guard District (dl), Hale 
Boggs Federal Building, 500 Camp Street, 
New Orleans, LA 70130. 


Economic Assessment and Certification 


These proposed regulations are 
considered to be nonsignificant in 
accordance with guidelines set out in 
the Policies and Procedures for 
Simplification, Analysis, and Review of 
Regulations (DOT Order 2100.5 of 5-22- 
80). An economic evaluation of the 
proposal! was not conducted since its 
impact is expected to be minimal. As an 
existing anchorage is merely being 
shifted, no new costs will be imposed. It 
is also certified that in accordance with 
section 605(b) of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, these rules, if 
promulgated, will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 110 
Anchorage grounds. 


PART 110—[ AMENDED] 


Final Regulation 


In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
110 of Title 33, Code of Federal 
Regulations, is amended by adding 
§ 110.195(a)(8) to read as follows: 


§ 110.195 Mississippi River below Baton 
Rouge, LA, including South and Southwest 
Passes. 

(a) * * * 

(8) Cedar Grove Anchorage. An area 
0.7 mile in length along the right 
descending bank of the river, 700 feet 
wide as measured 400 feet from the Low 
Water Reference Plane of the right 
descending bank extending from mile 
69.9 to mile 70.6 above Head of Passes. 
(33 U.S.C. 471; 49 U.S.C. 1655(g)(1); 49 CFR 
1.46(c)(1); 33 CFR 1.05-1(g)) 

Dated: October 26, 1982. 

W. H. Stewart, 

Rear Admiral, Coast Guard, Commander, 
Eighth Coast Guard District. 

[FR Doc. 82-3246 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910-14-m 


33 CFR Part 165 
[CGD 80-069] 


Regulated Navigation Area; New 
Haven Harbor, Vicinity of Tomlinson 


Bridge 
AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule; correction. 


SUMMARY: This document corrects the 


final rule establishing the Regulated 
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Navigation Area (RNA) in New Haven 
Harbor in the vicinity of Tomlinson 
Bridge. When RNA New Haven harbor 
was published as a final rule, the 
paragraph citing the period during which 
vessel transit through the Tomlinson 
Bridge is prohibited was incorrect. This 
amendment corrects the error in the 
final rule by changing the time during 
which vessel transit through the 
Tomlinson Bridge is prohibited. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule becomes 
effective on November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ensign R. B. Strobridge, Office of Marine 
Environment and Systems, U.S. Coast 
Guard Headquarters, 2100 Second 
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20593, 
(202) 426-4958. 

Drafting Informatiog: The principal 
persons involved in drafting this rule are 
Ensign R. B. Strobridge, Project Manager 
and Lieutenant Walter Brudzinski, 
Project Attorney, Office of Chief 
Counsel. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice of 
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) has been 
omitted for good cause. This document 
corrects an inadvertent error in the final 
rule which established the Regulated 
Navigation Area in New Haven Harbor. 
A local Order currently in effect, issued 
by Captain of the Port New Haven, 
temporarily nullifies the effect of the 
published error. Since the Captain of the 
Port Order is of a temporary nature only, 
this rule is effective immediately. 


Discussion 


The final rule published on November 
16, 1981 (46 FR 56181) established a 
Regulated Navigation Area in New 
Haven Harbor. The purpose of the RNA 
is to provide a stricter control of vessel 
movement in the area. It was 
established specifically to prevent 
damage to the Tomlinson Bridge and to 
protect vessels and the navigable waters 
from harm resulting from collisions with 
that structure. The RNA provides a 
permanent solution to a historically 
dangerous condition which has been 
dealt with previously on a temporary 
basis. The regulation is aimed at barges 
with a freeboard greater than ten feet 
(hereafter referred to as regulated 
barges), and any vessel towing or 
pushing these barges on outbound 
transit of the Tomlinson Bridge. 

A significant factor in past collisions 
of barges with the bridge is the presence 
of a strong ebb current in the vicinity of 
Tomlinson Bridge. The intent of the 
Regulated Navigation Area was to 
prohibit the outbound transit of 
regulated barges during the period of 
time when the ebb current was at its 





maximum force. This period of 
maximum force was determined to be 
from two hours before to two hours after 
maximum ebb current. Comments 
received in response to the NPRM 
suggested that this period of maximum 
force could be more easily determined 
by towboat operators if referenced to 
high water slack time. The Coast Guard 
concurred with the proposal to reference 

- high water slack when determining the 
period of maximum current. 

However, in the wording of the final 
rule, the time during which outbound 
transit is permitted was stated 
incorrectly as being “from three hours 
before and after high water slack”. If a 
tow transits through the bridge during 
the last two hours of this period, it 
would actually be transiting when the 
ebb current was at its maximum 
velocity. This rule amends the regulation 
by changing the language in the rule to 
reflect that the outbound transit of these 
barges is prohibited during the period 
“from one hour to five hours after high 
water slack”. 

Regulated Navigation Areas were 
formerly located in Part 128 of Title 33, 
Code of Federal Regulations. These 
regulations have been recodified and 
published as a new Part 165 entitled 
“Regulated Navigation Areas and 
Limited Access Areas”; (CGD 79-034, 
July 8, 1982, 47 FR 29659.). Old 
§ 128.303(b)(3)(i) now appears as 
§ 165.304(b)(3)(i). 


Regulatory Evaluation 


This amendment has been reviewed 
under the provisions of Executive Order 
12291 and under DOT Order 2100.5, 
dated May 5, 1980, and has been 
determined to be non-major and non- 
significant. This document corrects an 
inadvertent error in the final rule 
establishing the Regulated Navigation 
Area in New Haven Harbor. No 
additional requirements will be imposed 
on the public as a result of this 
rulemaking. 

In accordance with section 605(b) of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (94 Stat. 
1164), it is also certified that this rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This document merely corrects 
an error in the regulation and will 
impose no additional requirement on the 
public. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 


Navigation (water), Waterways, 
Barges, Harbors, Security measures, 
Vessels, Marine safety. 


PART 165—[AMENDED] 


Final Regulation 

In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
165 of Title 33, Code of Federal 
Regulations, is corrected by revising 
§ 165.304(b)(3)(i) to read as follows: 


§ 165.304 New Haven Harbor, Quinnipiac 
River, Mill River. ; 


* * * * * 


(b) **e 
3 @.-@5@ 
(i) During the period from one hour to 
five hours after high water slack, 
(33 U.S.C. 1225, 1231; 49 CFR 1.46(n)(4)) 
Dated: November 15, 1982. 
B. F. Hollingsworth, 
Rear Admiral, Coast Guard, Chief, Office of 
Marine Environment and Systems. 
[FR Doc. 82-32464 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
National Park Service 
36 CFR Part 18 


Leases and Exchanges of Historic 
Property 


AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These rules prescribe the 
procedures to be used in offering 
National Park Service historic property 
for lease and for requests for proposals 
for negotiated leases. These rules also 
implement the authority for exchanges 
of federally owned property for non- 
federally owned historic property within 
authorized boundaries of existing units 
of the National Park System. The 
purpose of any lease or exchange under 
these regulations is to ensure the 
preservation of the historic property 
involved. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles C. Haslet, Land Resources 
Division, National Park Service, 
Washington, D.C. 20240, (202) 523-5172; 
Sally Blumenthal, Preservation 
Assistance Division, National Park 
Service, Washington, D.C. 20240 (202) 
272-3761. 

SUPPLEMENTRY INFORMATION: The 
principal authors of this final rule were 
Charles C. Haslet of the Land Resources 
Division and Sally Blumenthal of the 
Preservation Assistance Division of the 
National Park Service. Since this is a 
procedural rule and was preceded by an 
opportunity for public comment which 
did not result in significant modification 
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of the proposed rule, this final rule is 
effective upon publication in the Federal 
Register. 

The proposed rulemaking was 
published on pages 17829-17833 of the 
Federal Register of April 26, 1982, and 
invited comments for 30 days ending 
May 26, 1982. Comments were received 
from 8 sources including individuals, 
business, government officials, a 
presevation organization, and the Public 
Lands and National Parks Subcommittee 
of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee of the U.S. House of 
Representatives. The following 
summarizes the comments and the 
action taken as a result of the 
comments. 


Authority 


Section 207 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of 
December 12, 1980, includes authority 
which permits federal agencies to enter 
into management contracts for the 
preservation of historic property. It was 
not deemed necessary to implement that 
authority as a part of this rulemaking 
since the Federal Procurement 
Regulations in combination with the 
statutory authority would be used by the 
National Park Service for any 
management contracts for preservation 
of historic properties. 


Definitions 


A number of comments suggested that 
the definition of “rehabilitation” be 
included because lessees of National 
Park Service historic property might also 
be eligible for historic preservation tax 
incentives pursuant to the Economic 
Recovery Tax Act of 1981 and 36 CFR 
Part 67. That definition has been added. 


Historic Objects 


There was some suggestion that 
leasing historic objects under this 
authority might provide for greater 
enjoyment of them by the public. Since 
these regulations are intended to be 
procedures governing the leasing of real 
property and since there are other 
existing mechanisms for making objects 
(personal property) owned by the 
National Park Service available, historic 
objects have been excluded from 
applicability under these regulations. 
However, there may be instances when 
certain kinds of objects which are 
integrally related to a structure, such as 
machinery or fixtures, would be 
included as part of the historic property 
to be leased. 


Advertised Sealed Bids 


A comment suggested that all lease 
offerings should be subject to requests 
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for proposals and that none should be 
based solely on price. While in every 
lease offering there will be preservation 
conditions under the lease, many types 
of single-use property which the 
National Park Service will be leasing 
under these regulations will not be 
appropriate for criteria other than price. 
For instance, in leasing historic or 
archeological sites for farming or 
grazing, the bid price will be the 
determining factor in awarding a lease. 
Another example is a lease of a 
residence for residential use without 
requirements for the tenant to perform 
work on the structure. 


Exchanges 


It was suggested that additional 
protections be included in the 
regulations to ensure that any 
exchanges pursuant to these regulations 
would not result in unacceptable losses 
to the integrity of the National Park 
System. We consider. that the 
requirement in § 18.3 that leases or 
exchanges must be consistent with the 
purposes for which the park was 
established satisfies this concern. 

It was also suggested that the 
requirement that exchanges should be 
for properties of “approximately equal 
fair market value” is too restrictive, 
particularly in circumstances where 
mineral rights might be involved. The 
language provided in § 18.13(b) is 
consistent with other Federal 
regulations governing exchanges and 
thus serves to protect against possible 
abuses. Insofar as valuations of mineral 
interests are concerned, these can be 
addressed within the appraisal process. 


Editorial and Drafting Changes 


A number of editorial suggestions 
were implemented to clarify sections of 
this rulemaking involving the 
relationship of the National Park Service 
to prospective bidders and lessees in 
order to ensure that the public received 
the best possible information about the 
historic property being leased and 
mutual obligations under a lease. 


Compliance With Other Laws 


The Department of the Interior has 
determined that this document is not a 
major rule under E.O. 12291 and certifies 
that this document will not have a 
significant economic effect on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). In implementing this 
rule, the National Park Service is 
seeking not only the positive qualitative 
effect of preservation of cultural 
resources, but also the positive 
economic effect of doing so without a 
major overriding investment of Federal 


funds. Even with the ability to lease 
historic property to ensure its 
preservation, the National Park Service 
estimates that it will only be able to 
lease about 40-60 properties annually. 
Therefore, this rule will have 
considerably less than a $100 million 
gross annual impact on the economy 
and will not require major budget or 
personnel changes in Federal, state, or 
local governments. It is anticipated that 
this rule will have a positive effect on 
employment and investment. 
Restoration of existing structures is a 
labor-intensive enterprise (estimated as 
high as 75% labor-intensive) and the 
availability of historic property for lease 
by the National Park Service is expected 
to encourage investment by the private 
sector. Additionally, if that historic 
property is located in an urban area, it is 
likely that the restoration of 
Government-owned historic property 
will result in attracting other investment 
in nearby or adjacent property. If it is 
assumed that only 40-60 historic 
properties will be available annually, a 
substantial number of small entities will 
not be effected. However, to the extent 
that historic property made available 
under this rule might be small houses, 
farmsteads, or commercial structures, 
the small entities which are impacted 
will be affected positively in the form of 
housing or business opportunities. 

This rule does not contain information 
collection requirements which require 
approval by the Office of Management 
and Budget under 44 U.S.C. 3507. 


Environmental Impact Statement 


This rulemaking prescribes 
administrative procedures for 
implementing Section 207 of the 
National Preservation Act Amendments 
of December 12, 1980, Pub. L. 96-515, 94 
Stat. 2997. Such procedures have no 
potential for significant environmental 
impact and are categorically excluded 
from the requirement for compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy 
Act. Therefore, it is hereby determined 
that this rulemaking does not constitute 
a major federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human 
environment and that no detailed 
statement pursuant to section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)) is 
required. 


List of Subjects in 36 CFR Part 18 


Historic properties, National parks. 


For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, Chapter I of Title 36 of the 


Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as set forth below. 

G. Ray Arnett, 

Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks. 


Part 18 is added to 36 CFR Chapter I 
to read as follows: 


PART 18—LEASES AND EXCHANGES 
OF HISTORIC PROPERTY 


Authority. 

Definitions. 

Applicability. 

Notice/Publicity. 

Determination of fair market rental 
value. 

Advertised sealed bids. 

Action at close of bidding. 

Requests for proposals. 

Lease terms and conditions. 
Subleases and assignments. 
Special requirements. 

18.12 Ownership of improvements. 

18.13 Exchanges for historic property. 

Authority: Sec. 207, Pub. L. 96-515, 94 Stat. 

2997 (16 U.S.C. 470h-3) 


§ 18.1 Authority. 


Section 207 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of 
December 12, 1980, Pub. L. 96-515, 94 
Stat. 2997, amends the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. 470 et 
seq., by adding a new Section 111. 
Section 111(a) authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior to lease historic property 
owned by the Department of the Interior 
or to exchange certain property owned 
by the Department of the Interior with 
certain comparable non-federally owned 
historic property in order to ensure the 
preservation of the historic property. 
Section 111(b) provides that proceeds 
from such leases of an historic property 
may be retained by the agency to defray 
the cost of administering, maintaining, 
repairing, or otherwise preserving the 
property or other properties on the 
National Register. The Secretary must 
consult with the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation before taking an 
action pursuant to this part. 


18.10 
18.11 


§ 18.2 Definitions. 


In addition to applicable definitions 
contained in 36 CFR Part 1, the following 
definitions shall apply to this part: 

(a) “Adaptive Use” means the act or 
process of adapting a structure to a use 
other than that for which it was 
designed. 

(b) “Authorized Officer’ means an 
officer or employee of the National Park 
Service designated to conduct leases or 
exchanges and delegated authority to 
execute all necessary documents 
including leases and deeds. 
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(c) “Director” means Director of the 
National Park Service or his delegated 
representative. 

(d) “Fair Market Rental Value” means 
the most probable rent that the property 
would command if it were exposed on 
the open market for a period of time 
sufficient to attract a tenant who rents 
the property with full knowledge of the 
alternatives available to him on the 
market. 

(e) “Fair Market Value” means the 
amount in cash, or terms reasonably 
equivalent to cash, for which in all 
probability, the property would be sold 
by a knowledgeable owner willing but 
not obligated to sell to a knowledgeable 
purchaser who desired but was not 
obligated to buy. 

(f) “Historic property” means any 
prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object included in, 
or eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

(g) “Lease” means a written contract 
by which use and possession in land 
and/or improvements is given to 
another person for a specified period of 
time and for rent and/or other 
consideration. 

(h) “Leasehold interest” means a 
contract right in property consisting of 
the right to use and occupy real property 
by virtue of a lease agreement. 

(i) “National Register” or “National 
Register of Historic Places” means the 
national register of districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects 
significant in American history, 
architecture, archeology, engineering, 
and culture, maintained by the Secretary 
of the Interior under authority of section 
101(a)(1) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
(80 Stat. 915, 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq. (1970 
ed)). 

(j) “Preservation” means the act or 
process of applying measures to sustain 
the existing terrain and vegetative cover 
of a site and the existing form, integrity, 
and material of a structure. It includes 
initial stabilization work, where 
necessary, as well as ongoing 
maintenance. 

(k) “Preservation Maintenance” 
means the act or process of applying 
preservation treatment to a site or 
structure. It includes housekeeping and 
routine and cyclic work scheduled to 
mitigate wear and deterioration without 
altering the appearance of the resource, 
repair or replacement-in-kind of broken 
or worn-out elements, parts, or surfaces 
so as to keep the existing appearance 
and function of the site of structure, and 
emergency stabilization work necessary 
to protect damaged historic fabric from 
additional damage. 


(1) “Reconstruction” means the act or 
process of accurately reproducing a site 
or structure, in whole, or in part, as it 
appeared at a particular period of time. 

(m) “Rehabilitation” means the act or 
process of returning a property to a state 
of utility through repair or alteration 
that makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving 
those portions or features of the 
property that are significant to its 
historical, architectural, and cultural 
values. 

(n) “Restoration” means the act or 
process of recovering the general 
historic appearance of a site or the form 
and details of a structure, or portion 
thereof, by the removal of incompatible 
natural or human-caused accretions and 
the replacement of missing elements as 
appropriate. For structures, restoration 
may be for exteriors and interiors, and 
may be partial or complete. 


§ 18.3 Applicability. 

Section 111 of the Act is applicable to 
certain historic property under the 
jurisdiction of the National Park Service 
which the Director has determined 
would be adequately preserved by lease 
as well as to any other non-federal 
historic property within the authorized 
boundaries of a unit of the National Park 
System which the National Park Service 
may wish to acquire through an 
exchange of federally owned property of 
equal value and/or equalizing monetary 
consideration, in order to ensure the 
preservation of the historic property. No 
lease or exchange shall be made under 
this part until a written determination is 
made by the Director that, pursuant to 
the National Park Service Planning 
Process, such use will be consistent with 
the purposes for which the park is 
established. No lease or exchange shall 
be made prior to consultation with the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. These regulations shall not 
apply to objects or prehistoric 
structures. 


§18.4 Notice/Publicity. 

(a) When the Director has determined 
in accordance with these regulations 
that an appropriate interest in National 
Park Service property will be offered for 
lease, public notice of the opportunity 
shall be published at least twice in local 
and/or national newspapers of general 
circulation, appropriate trade 
publications, and distributed to 
interested persons. The notice shall be 
published not less than 60 days prior to 
the date of the bid opening or receipt of 
proposals and may be cancelled or 
withdrawn at any time. The notice shall 
contain, at a minimum: (1) A legal 
description of the property by public 
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lands subdivision, metes-and-bounds, 
lot or by other suitable method, (2) a 
statement of the intérest and term to be 
made available, designation of 
permissible uses, if applicable, including 
restrictions to be placed on the property, 
(3) whether the opportunity is for 
submission of a bid or a proposal as a 
result of a request for proposals, (4) 
when appropriate, a statement of the 
minimum acceptable bid below which 
the interest will not be conveyed, (5) an 
outline of bid or proposal procedures 
and a designation of the time and place 
for submitting bids or proposals, (6) an 
outline of lease procedures, 
requirements, and time schedule, (7) 
information regarding the character of 
the property and its location as deemed 
necessary, and (8) information on the 
physical condition of the property and 
where appropriate, work which may be 
required. 

(b) All persons interested in an 
offering of property for lease shall be 
permitted and/or encouraged to make a 
complete inspection of such property 
including any available records, plans, 
specifications, or other such documents. 

(c) Where a historic property has been 
designated for lease pursuant to this 
part, a condensed statement of the 
availability of property for lease shall be 
prepared and submitted for inclusion in 
the U.S. Department of Commerce 
publication “Commerce Business Daily” 
to: U.S. Department of Commerce (S- 
Synopsis), Room 1304, 433 West Van 
Buren Street, Chicago, Illinois 60607. 


§ 18.5 Determination of fair market rental 
value. 


Fair market rental value of a property 
offered for lease will be prepared and 
reviewed by qualified professional real 
estate appraisers. Estimated fair market 
rental value will be prepared in 
accordance with professional standards 
and practices, taking into consideration 
all factors influencing value including 
special or unique provisions and/or 
limitations on the use of the property 
contained in the lease. 


§ 18.6 Advertised sealed bids. 


Leases will be offered through 
advertised sealed bids when the lease 
price is the only criterion for award. If a 
property is to be leased on a bid basis, 
and the advertisement/solicitation 
specifies a bid form, it will be made 
available upon request. Bids may be 
made by a principal or designated agent, 
either personally or by mail. Bids will be 
considered only if received at the place 
designated and prior to the hour fixed in 
the offering. If no bid form is specified, 
bids must be in writing, clearly identify 
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the bidder, be signed by the bidder or 
designated agent, state the amount of 
the bid, and refer to the public notice. 
Bids conditioned substantially in ways 
not provided for by the notice will not 
be considered. Bids must be 
accompanied by certified checks, post 
office money orders, bank drafts, or 
cashier's checks made payable to the 
United States of America for the amount 
specified in the advertisement. The bid 
and payment must be enclosed in a 
sealed envelope upon which the 
prospective bidder shall write “Bid on 
interest in property of the National Park 
Service” and shall note the scheduled 
date the bids are to be opened. 
Payments will be refunded promptly to 
unseccessful bidders. Bids will be 
opened publicly at the time and place 
specified in the notice of the offering. 
Bidders, their agents or representatives, 
and any other interested person may 
attend the bid opening. No bid in an 
amount less than the fair market rental 
value shall be considered. In the event 
two or more valid bids are received in 
the same amount, the award shall be 
made by a drawing by lot limited to the 
equal acceptable bids received. 


§ 18.7 Action at close of bidding. 


When a property is advertised for 
sealed bids, the bidder who is declared 
by the authorized officer to be the high 
bidder shall be bound by his bid and the 
regulations in this part to execute the 
lease, in accordance therewith, unless 
the bid is rejected. The Director reserves 
the right to reject any and all bids in his 
discretion when in the best interest of 
the Government: 


§ 18.8 Requests for proposals. 


(a) When the award of a lease will be 
based on criteria in addition to price, 
solicitation of offers will be made 
through requests for proposals and the 
Director may negotiate with the party or 
parties which, in the Director's 
judgment, makes the offer(s) which is 
susceptible to being the most 
advantageous to the National Park 
Service. 

(b) Where significant investment 
would be required of a potential lessee, 
the Director shall issue a request for 
proposals describing the required 
preservation, preservation maintenance, 
restoration, reconstruction, adaptive 
use, or other specified work. 

(c) Requests for proposals will be 
made available upon request to all 
interested parties and will allow a 
minimum of sixty days for proposals to 
be submitted unless a shorter period is 
necessary and made part of the public 
notice. 


(d) All proposals received will be 
evaluated by the Director, and the 
proposal(s) considered to meet the 


criteria best shall be selected as the 


basis for negotiation to a final lease. 

(e) The principal factors to be used in 
evaluating the proposal(s) shall be 
stated in the request for proposals and 
shall include as appropriate (1) price, (2) 
financial capability, (3) experience of 
the proposer, (4) conformance of the 
proposal(s) to the request for proposals, 
(5) impact of the proposal(s) on the 
historical significance and integrity of 
the site or structure(s) or, (6) any other 
factors that may be specified. When the 
request for proposal solicits lease 
proposals for use of sites or structures, 
the selection criteria may include 
assessment of the degree to which any 
use proposed is supportive of the 
purposes of the park. 

(f) The Director may solicit from any 
offeror additional information, or 
written or verbal clarification of a 
proposal. The Director may choose to 
reject all proposals received at any time 
and resolicit or cancel the solicitation 
altogether in his discretion when in the 
best interest of the Government. Any 
material information made available to 
any offeror by the Director must be 
made available to all offerors, and will 
be available to the public upon request. 

(g) The Director may, in his discretion, 
terminate negotiations at any time prior 
to execution of the lease without 
liability to any party when it is in the 
best interest of the Government. 


§ 18.9 Lease terms and conditions. 

(a) All leases shall contain such terms 
ané conditions as the Director deems 
necessary to assure use of the property 
in a manner consistent with the purpose 
for which the area was authorized by 
Congress and to assure the preservation 
of the historic property. 

(b) Leases granted or approved under 
this part shall be for the minimum term 
commensurate with the purpose of the 
lease that will allow the highest 
economic return to the Government 
consistent with prudent management 
and preservation practices, except as 
otherwise provided in this part. In no 
event shall a lease exceed a term of 99 
years. 


§ 18.10 Subleases and assignments. 

(a) A sublease, assignment, 
amendment or encumbrance of any 
lease issued under this part may be 
made only with the written approval of 
the Director. 

(b) A lease may be amended from 
time to time at the written request of 
either the lessee or the Government with 
written concurrence of the other party. 
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Such amendments will be added to and 
become a part of the original lease. 

(c) The lease may contain a provision 
authorizing the lessee to sublease the 
premises, in whole or in part, with 
approval of the Director, provided the 
uses prescribed in the original lease are 


‘not violated. Subleases so made shall 


not serve to relieve the sublessee from 
any liability nor diminish any 
supervisory authority of the Director 
provided for under the approved lease. 

(d) With the consent of the Director, 
the lease may contain provisions 
authorizing the lessee to encumber the 
leasehold interest in the premises for the 
purpose of borrowing capital for the 
development and improvement of the 
leased premises. The encumbrance 
instrument must be approved by the 
Director in writing. An assignment or 
sale of leasehold under an approved 
encumbrance can be made with the 
approval of the Director and the consent 
of the other parties to the lease, 
provided, however, that the assignee 
accepts and agrees in writing to be 
bound by all the terms and conditions of 
the lease. Such purchaser will be bound 
by the terms of the lease and will 
assume in writing all the obligations 
thereunder. 


§ 18.11 Special requirements. 


(a) All leases made pursuant to the 
regulations in this part shall be in the 
form approved by the Director and 
subject to his written approval. 

(b) No lease shall be approved or 
granted for less than the present fair 
market rental value. 

(c) Unless otherwise provided by the 
Director a satisfactory surety bond will 
be required in an amount that will 
reasonably assure performance of the 
contractual obligations under the lease. 
Such bond may be for the purpose of 
guaranteeing: 

(1) Not less than one year’s rental 
unless the lease contract provides that 
the annual rental or portion thereof shall 
be paid in advance. 

(2) The estimated construction cost of 
any improvements by the lessee. 

(3) An amount estimated to be 
adequate to insure compliance with any 
additional contractual obligations. 

(d) The lessee will be required to 
secure and maintain from responsible 
companies insurance sufficient to 
indemnify losses connected with or 
occasioned by the use, activities, and 
operations authorized by the lease. 
Types and amounts of insurance 
coverage will be specified in writing and 
periodically reviewed by the National 
Park Service. 
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(e) The lessee shall save, hold 
harmless, and indemnify the United 
States of America, its agents and 
employees for losses, damages, or 
judgments and expenses on account of 
personal injury, death or property 
damage or claims for personal injury, 
death, or property damage of any nature 
whatsoever and by whomsoever made 
arising out of the activities of the lessee, 
his employees, subcontractors, 
sublessees, or agents under the lease. 

(f) No lease shall provide the lessee a 
preference right of future leases. 

(g) The lessee is responsible for any 
taxes and assessments imposed by 
Federal, State, and local agencies on 
lessee-owned property and interests. 

(h) The lessee shall comply with local 
applicable ordinances, codes, and 
zoning requirements. 


§ 18.12 Ownership of improvements. 
(a) Capital improvements made to 
existing government-owned structures 

by the lessee or additional structures 
placed on the government-owned land 
by the lessee are the property of the 
United States. No rights for 
compensation of any nature exist for 
such property at the termination or 
expiration of the lease except as 
specified in the lease. 

(b) Furniture, trade fixtures, chattel, 
and other personal property defined in 
the lease shall remain the property of 
the lessee upon termination or 
expiration of the lease and shall be 
removed within a reasonable time 
specified in the lease. 


§ 18.13 Exchanges for historic property. 

(a) After consultation with the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, the Secretary, consistent 
with other legal requirements or other 
legal authorities, may exchange any 
property owned by the United States of 
America under his administration for 
any non-federally owned historic 
property located within the authorized 
boundaries of an existing unit of the 
National Park System, if he has 
determined that such exchange will 
adequately ensure preservation of the 
historic property and subject to the 
requirements of § 18.3 hereof. 

(b) The exchange of the two 
properties must be on the basis of 
approximately equal fair market value 
established by the approved appraisal 
reports of the agency. The Secretary 
may accept cash from or pay cash to the 
grantor in an exchange, in order to 
equalize the values of the properties 
exchanged. 

(c) Title to the non-Federal property to 
be received in exchange must be free 
and clear of encumbrances and/or liens. 


(d) Prior to consummation of any 
exchange, the Secretary shall evaluate 
the Federal land to be exchanged, and 
shall reserve such interests as necessary 
to protect the purposes for which the 
unit of the National Park System was 
established. The grantor of property to 
the Federal Government may reserve 
only such rights as are compatible with 
the purposes for which it is being 
acquired as determined by the 
Secretary. Appraisal of fair market 
values must reflect any reservations or 
restrictions. 

[FR Doc. 82-31911 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-70-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 120 
[WH-FRL-2242-3] 


Water Quality Standards; State of 
Alabama; Withdrawal of Regulation 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 


Agency. 
ACTION: Withdrawal of a rule. 


SUMMARY: EPA is withdrawing a rule 
that established beneficial uses for 
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sixteen stream segments that 
superseded those established on 
December 19, 1977, in the State of 
Alabama Water Quality Standards. EPA 
believes the 1981 and 1982 revisions to 
the Alabama Water Quality Standards 
obviate the need for the Federal rule. 
DATE: This withdrawal is effective 
December 27, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Jim Kutzman, Water Quality 
Standards Coordinator, EPA Region IV, 
345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, GA 30365, 
(404) 881-3116. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On February 14, 1980, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
promulgated a rule establishing 
beneficial use designations for sixteen 
stream segments in the State of 
Alabama (45 FR 9910, codified at 40 CFR 
120.11, erroneously listed in the 1981 and 
1982 editions of 40 CFR as 120.10). These 
beneficial use designations superseded 
the use designations adopted by the 
Alabama Water Improvement 
Commission, which had previously been 
disapproved by EPA pursuant to section 
303(c) of the Clean Water Act. 

The uses and segments covered by 
EPA's 1980 promulgation are: 


Classification 
ptf pene 








On February 4, 1981, and April 5, 1982, 
the Alabama Water Improvement 
Commission adopted revisions to State 
water quality standards. These revised 
State water quality standards designate 
beneficial uses for the sixteen stream 
segments in question identical to the 
uses designated by EPA in its February 
14, 1980, promulgation. (See Alabama 
Water Quality Criteria and Use 
Classifications—Title II; also available 
in the Bureau of National Affairs— 
Environment Reports.) The Regional 
Administrator, EPA Region IV, approved 
Alabama's revised water quality 
standards on May 23, 1981 and June 4, 


Fish and Wildlife. 
Do. 


Do. 
Agric. and Ind. Water 


Supply. 
Fish and Wildlife. 
Do. 








1982, in accordance with section 303(c) 
of the Clean Water Act. 


Statement of Basis and Purpose 


EPA's 1980 promulgation is now 
duplicative of an EPA-approved State 
water quality standard, and is no longer 
needed to meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act. As the Act 
contemplates Federal promulgation of 
water quality standards only where a 


- State fails to adopt standards which 


meet the requirements of the Act, it is 

EPA's policy to withdraw promulgation 
water quality standards when the State 
adopts new or revised standards which 
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meet the requirements of the Act. 
Accordingly, because EPA’s 1980 
promulgation for Alabama is no longer 
necessary to meet the requirements of 
the Act, the 1980 promulgation which 
established Federal use designations for 
sixteen Alabama stream segments is 
withdrawn. 


Availability of Record 


The administrative record for the 
consideration of Alabama’s revised 
Water Quality Standards is available 
for public inspection and copying at the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region IV Office, Water Management 
Division, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, 
Georgia 30365, during normal weekday 
business hours of 8:00 am to 4:30 pm. 
The approved Alabama Water Quality 
Standards are available for inspection 
and copying from the Criteria and 
Standards Division (WH-585), 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460, in 
Room 2818 of the Mall. . - 


Regulatory Analysis 


The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 

This regulation imposes no new 
regulatory requirements but merely 
withdraws a Federal regulation that 
now duplicates a State regulation. 
Therefore, this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 


Administrative Procedure 


Because Alabama has adopted, and 
EPA has approved, beneficial use 
designations identical to those in the 
Federal promulgation, withdrawal of the 
Federal promulgation will have no effect 
on water quality or on the regulated 
public. Alabama complied with the 
public participation requirements of the 
Act during its review revision of its 
water quality standards. Therefore, EPA 
has determined that notice of proposed 
rulemaking and public procedure 
thereon is unnecessary for this action to 
withdraw 40 CFR 120.10. 


(Sec. 303(c) (33 U.S.C. 1313(c)) of the Clean 
Water Act (Pub. L. 92-500, as amended (33 
U.S.C, 1251, et seq.)) 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 


Anne M. Gorsuch, 
Administrator. 


PART 120—WATER QUALITY 
STANDARDS 


§ 120.10 [Removed and Reserved] 
Section 120.10 of Part 120 of Chapter I, 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations is removed and reserved. 

[FR Doc. 82-32189 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

Billing Code 6560-50-M 
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major increase in costs to consumers or 
others, or significant adverse effects. 
The General Services Administration 


| has based all administrative decisions 
| underlying this rule on adequate 


information concerning the need for, and 
consequences of, this rule; has 
determined that the potential benefits to 
society from this rule outweigh the 


| potential costs and maximize the net 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


41 CFR Ch. 101 
[FPMR Temp. Reg. A-22] 


Use of Contract Airline Service 
Between Selected City-Pairs; 
Temporary Regulation 


AGENCY: Office of Personal Property, 
GSA. 


ACTION: Temporary regulation. 


SUMMARY: This regulation prescribes 
policies, procedures, and requirements 
that apply to Federal agencies when 
contract airline passenger transportation 
is provided. The General Services 
Administration has greatly increased 
the number of city-pairs and airlines 
under the contract airline program. This 
regulation announces the city-pairs 
awarded under contract to the air 
carriers listed in the Federal Travel 
Directory, and continues the successful 
program of reducing Government travel 
expenses. Due to the increased volume, 
the city-pairs and contractor airlines 
will not be shown in this regulation. 
Rather, the city-pairs, applicable 
contract fares and the airlines under 
contract to GSA will be shown in the 
Federal Travel Directory. Government 
employees should order copies of the 
Federal Travel Directory through their 
appropriate headquarters administrative 
office. : 

DATES: Effective date: October 1, 1982. 
Expiration date: September 30, 1983. 


ADDRESSES: Single copies of the Federal 
Travel Directory may be obtained from 
the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC 20402. Telephone (202) 
783-3238. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joseph M. Napoli, Policy Development and 
Analysis Division (703-557-1256). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
General Services Administration has 
determined that this rule is not a major 
rule for the purposes of Executive Order 
12291 of February 17; 1981, because it is 
not likely to result in an annual effect on 


: the economy of $100 million or more, a 


benefits; and has chosen the alternative 
approach involving the least net cost to 
society. By reinstating a city-pairs 
report, the General Services 
Administration requires agencies 
subject to this regulation to furnish 
information on the use of scheduled 
airlines by employees on official travel. 
These reports are necessary for 
enforcing the use of contract airlines, for 
identifying problem areas in the contract 
airline program, for developing statistics 
reportable to Congress, for supporting 
the budgetary process, and for attracting 
carrier participation in the bidding/ 
contracting system. Interagency 
information collection requirements 
contained in this regulation have been 
approved under the provisions of FPMR 
101-11.11 and have been assigned 
Interagency Report Control No. 0242- 
GSA-XX with an expiration date of July 
31, 1985. 


(Sec. 205(c), 63 Stat. 390; 40 U.S.C. 486(c)) 


In 41 CFR Chapter 101, the following 
temporary regulation is added to the 
appendix at the end of Subchapter A to 
read as follows: 

October 30, 1982. 


[Federal Property Management Regulations 

Temporary Regulation A-22] 

Subject: Use of contract airline service 
between selected city-pairs 

1. Purpose. This regulation prescribes 
policies, procedures, and requirements 
applicable to Federal agencies when 
contracts for airline passenger service have 
been awarded between selected city-pairs. 

2. Effective date. This regulation is 
effective October 1, 1982. 

3. Expiration date. This regulation expires 
on September 30, 1983, unless superseded or 
canceled. 

4. Background. The General Services 
Administration (GSA) has made additional 
contract awards with certificated air carriers 
to furnish air passenger transportation for 
official Government travel between selected 
city-pairs at reduced fares. 

5. Scope. The extent to which this 
regulation applies to Government employees 
and members authorized to travel at 
Government expense is as follows: 

a. Executive and other Federal agencies are 
governed by this regulation to the extent 
specified in the Federal Property and 
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Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, and 5 U.S.C. 5701, et seq.; 

b. The Department of Defense (DOD) shall 
follow the procedures established in the 
Military Traffic Management Regulation (AR 
55-355/NAVSUPINST 4600.70/MCO 
P4600.14A/DLAR 4500.3); and 

c. The following are exempt from the 
mandatory use of the airline contracts; 
however, all exempted personnel are 
authorized and encouraged to use these 
services when the use thereof is acceptable 
to the contract airlines: 

(1) Uniformed members of the Public 
Health Service, the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard; 

(2) Employees of the Judicial Branch of the 
Government; 

(3) Employees and members of the House 
of Representatives and Senate of the United 
States Congress; 

(4) Employees of the U.S. Postal Service; 

(5) Foreign Service officers; 

(6) Cost-reimbursable contractors working 
for the Government; and 

(7) Employees of any agency having 
independent statutory authority to prescribe 
travel allowances and who aré not subject to 
5 U.S.C. 5701-5709. 

6. Applicability. The provisions of this 
regulation are mandatory on the agencies 
defined in subpar. 5a for all official travel by 
air between the city-pairs listed in the 
Federal Travel Directory (see par. 14). 
Noncontract airlines may be used between 
the listed city-pairs only under the travel 
conditions specified in subpar. 11b. 

7. Responsibility of the contract airline. a. 
The contractor is not required to furnish 
services if, at the time of the request for 
service, the scheduled aircraft is fully loaded; 
nor shall the contractor be required to furnish 
any additional aircraft to satisfy the 
transportation requirement. However, the 
contractor will provide the official 
Government traveler with services that are 
the same as those provided to its commercial 
passengers in scheduled jet coach service. 
The carrier will make reservations for 
Government travelers on the same basis as 
for regular coach service travelers and shall 
not discriminate in favor of commercial 
travelers. 

b. The contractor is to comply with all rules 
and regulations required by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, including tariff filing or 
any required exemptions to sections 403, 404, 
and other provisions of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, to permit carriers to contract for 
and to furnish air transportation in 
accordance with the contract. 

c. The contractor is to use the designator 
“YCA" in describing contract fares under this 
regulation. 

8. Procedures for obtaining service. a. 
Except as provided in b, below, contract air 
service shall be ordered by the issuance of 
GTR’s either directly to the carrier contractor 
or indirectly to a travel agent under contract 
to GSA. (See par. 9 on use of travel agents.) 

b. When a traveler uses cash to procure 
service under FPMR 101-41.203-2, the 
traveler shall be prepared to authenticate the 
trip as official travel. When cash is used, the 
contractor airlines listed in the Federal 


Travel Directory have the option of furnishing 
services at either the contract or noncontract 
fare. If only one contract is awarded between 
a city-pair and the contractor does not 
provide a.contract fare with the use of cash, 
the traveler shall procure service from an 
airline offering the lowest noncontract fare. If 
more than one contract has been awarded 
between a city-pair, the traveler shall 
observe the order of carrier succession in 
selecting a contractor which provides a 
contract fare with the use of cash. If none of 
the contractors provides a contract fare with 
the use of cash, the traveler shall procure 
service from an airline offering the lowest 
noncontract fare. Cash or personal credit 
cards shall not be used to circumvent the 
Government's contract with the airlines. 

c. When a reservation for contract air 
service is requested, the fare basis shall be 
identified as “YCA,” and the carrier's ticket 
agent shall be instructed to apply the 
appropriate fare basis and contract fare. 
Agencies using teletype ticketing equipment 
shall examine airline tickets to determine 
whether the correct fare basis and contract 
fare have been applied. Improperly rated or 
fared tickets shall be canceled, and new 
tickets shall be issued. Tickets picked up at 
the airline ticket offices shall be verified to 
ensure that the proper fare basis is shown on 
the ticket. 

d. Contract fares apply only between the 
cities named in the Federal Travel Directory 
and are not applicable to or from 
intermediate points. The contract fares, 
however, are applicable in conjunction with 
other published fares or other contract fares. 

e. When a city-pair published in the 
Federal Travel Directory indicates that only 
one contract is awarded and the contractor 
subsequently offers a fare lower than its YCA 
fare, the ordering agency may elect to use the 
lower fare if qualifications for obtaining the 
lower fare are compatible with the agency's 
travel requirements. 

9. Use of travel agents. The General 
Services Administration has entered into 
contracts with various commercial travel 
agents and has established travel centers in 
certain locations for the purpose of 
conducting a test in the use of commercial 
travel agents for Federal agencies. These 
travel agents are responsible for providing 
and arranging all travel services to Federal 
travelers. The travel agents are assigned 
Standard Form 1169, U.S. Government 
Transportation Request (GTR), numbers by 
each participating Government agency, and 
the assigned GTR numbers shall be shown on 
all transportation tickets issued by the travel 
agent. (See GSA's Federal Travel Directory 
for the location of travel agents.) 

10. Multiple awards between the same city- 
pair. a. When a City-pair published in the 
Federal Travel Directory indicates that 
multiple contracts are awarded, the 
contractors are listed in descending order 
from the carrier (primary) offering the lower 
fare to the carrier (secondary) offering the 
next higher fare. Except as otherwise 
provided in this paragraph, agencies shall 
request reservations from the contract 
carriers in the order of succession, as listed. 

(1) If service by contract carriers is 
provided at different airports but still 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 


between the same city-pair listed in the 
Federal Travel Directory, the lowest overall 
cost, including the contract fare, lost 
productive time, and ground transportation, 
will determine which carrier will be used. 

(2) The secondary carrier shall be used 
when the primary carrier cannot provide the 
service required by the ordering agency or 
when official travel falls within one of the 
following exceptions: 

(a) Airline seating capacity on any 
scheduled flight of the primary carrier is not 
available in sufficient time to accomplish the 
purpose of the travel; 

(b) The use of the primary carrier's flight 
would require additional overnight lodging; 

(c) The scheduled flight of the primary 
carrier is not compatible with the-agency 
policies and practices regarding travel during 
regularly scheduled workhours (for further 
information, see the Federal Personnel 
Manual, Supplement 990-2); or 

(d) Exigency or other requirement of the 
mission necessitates the use of another 
airline cr mode of transportation. 

b. When a contract carrier offers a fare 
lower than its YCA fare, the ordering agency 
may elect to use the lower noncontract fare 
provided the qualifications for obtaining the 
lower fare are compatible with the agency's 
travel requirements and provided a 
comparison of total costs as prescribed in 
subpar. 11b(4) justifies a change in the order 
of carrier succession. For example, if the 
YCA farés for the same city-pair are $68 for 
carrier A and $75 for carrier B and carrier A 
offers a fare lower than $68, the lower fare 
may be used. If, on the other hand, carrier B 
should offer a fare lower than $68 and carrier 
A remains eligible to furnish service under its 
contract, carrier B’s lower fare may be used if 
a cost comparison under subpar. 11b(4) 
justifies the use of carrier B's lower fare. By 
offering to the general public an unrestricted 
fare that is lower than its YCA fare, the 
contract carrier assumes the status of a 
noncontract carrier. 

11. Use of noncontract airline carriers 
between listed city-pairs. a. Heads of 
agencies are authorized to approve the use of 
noncontract air carriers between city-pairs 
listed in the Federal Travel Directory when 
their use is justified under the conditions 
noted in b, below. This authority may be 
delegated provided that appropriate 
guidelines in the form of regulations or other 
written instructions are furnished the 
designee. Redelegation authority shall be 
limited. The delegation and redelegation of 
authority shall be held to as high an 
administrative level as practical to ensure 
adequate consideration and review of the 
circumstances requiring the use of 
noncontract air carriers. 

b. Use of noncontract air carriers is 
justified when contract air carriers cannot 


‘provide the services required by the ordering 


agency or when official travel falls within 
one of the exceptions noted in (1) through (5), 
below. Justifications for the use of 
noncontract air carriers will be authorized on 
individual travel orders (if known before 
travel begins) or approved on vouchers (if not 
known before travel begins). 
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(1) Airline seating capacity on any. 
scheduled flight of the contract carrier is not 
available in sufficient time to accomplish the 
purpose of the travel. 

(2) The use of the contract carrier's flight 
would require additional overnight lodging. 

(3) The scheduled flight of the contract 
carrier is not compatible with the agency 
policies and practices regarding travel during 
regularly scheduled workhours. (For further 
information, see the Federal Personnel 
Manual, Supplement 990-2.) 

(4) On the basis of a comparison of total 
costs for each individual trip, the use of a “Y” 
or “S” Class fare is less than the contract fare 
at the time the reservation is made 
considering such cost factors as actual 
transportation costs, subsistence, allowable 
overtime, or lost productive time. Promotional 
or restrictive fares (e.g., seating space or time 
limitations) shall not be used in the cost 
comparison. 

(5) Exigency or other requirement of the 
mission necessitates the use of another 
airline carrier or mode of transportation. 

12. Traveler liability. In the absence of 
specific authorization or approval stated on 
or attached to the travel authorization or 
travel voucher, the traveler shall be 
responsible for any additional costs resulting 
from the use of noncontract service or 
contract services that violate the order of 
carrier succession. The additional costs shall 
be the difference between the unauthorized 
contract or noncontract air service used and 
the lowest appropriate contract fare 
applicable under this regulation. 

13. Contract airline city-pairs report. a. For 
the 12-month period commencing October 1, 
1982, heads of agencies shall submit three 
reports on airline services used between city- 
pairs listed in the Federal Travel Directory. 


The first report will cover October through 
January; the second, February through May; 
and the third, June through September. Each 
report shall be submitted within 30 calendar 
days following the close of the reporting 
period. Negative reports are required. Reports 
shall be sent to General Services 
Administration, Office of Transportation, 
Washington, DC 20406. Interagency Report 
Number 0242-GSA-XX, having an expiration 
date of July 31, 1985, has been assigned to 
this report in accordance with FPMR 101- 
11.11. 

b. Using the format set forth in attachment 
A, agencies shall furnish reports containing 
the following information: 

(1) Name of submitting agency or 
department; 

(2) A listing of each city-pair traveled by 
air during the reporting period; 

(3) The total number of trips taken between 
each city-pair listed (specify one-way or 
round trip); 

(4) The total number of trips taken between 
each city-pair listed for which contract fares 
were applied (specify one-way or round trip); 

(5) Total savings resulting from the use of 
contract fares on each city-pair listed 
(compute the difference between the contract 
fares and the published applicable tariff or 
noncontract fares for the class of service that 
normally would have been used); 

(6) Reasons for not using the specified 
contract air carriers (show total number of 
trips for each reason noted in attachment A); 
and 

(7) Other remarks as considered 
appropriate. 

14. The Federal Travel Directory. Under 
the terms of the airline contract, fares may 
change during the contract period. Also, 
during the period of the contracts, city-pairs 
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may be added or dropped. Accordingly, 
contract fares and the city-pairs are not 
published in this regulation, but are published 
by GSA in the Federal Travel Directory. 
Government employees should order copies 
of the Federal Travel Directory through their 
appropriate headquarter administrative 
office. Single copies may also be obtained 
from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 
20402. Telephone (202) 783-3238. Agencies 
are reminded to verify the contract fare with 
the contract airline at the time reservations 
are confirmed. 

15. Collective agreements. This regulation 
shall not be interpreted to nullify any valid, 
negotiated agreement between management 
and a union covering the provision of 
employee travel in effect on the effective date 
of this regulation. Upon the expiration of 
agreements exempted, the provisions of this 
regulation shall apply. 

16. Comments. Comments and 
recommendations concerning the use of this 
regulation and its provisions may be 
submitted to the General Services 
Administration, Office of Transportation, 
Washington, DC 20406. 

17. Cancellation. FPMR Temporary 
Regulation A-19 and supplements thereto are 
canceled. 

18. Effect on other directives. All 
references to FPMR Temporary Regulation 
A-19 in the Federal Travel Regulations (41 
CFR Part 101-7) shall be changed to refer to 
this regulation. 


Ray Kline, 
Acting Administrator of General Services. 


BILLING CODE 6820-AM-C 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


47 CFR Part 0 
[FCC 82-500] 


Commission Organization; Revision of 
the Commission’s Rules Pertaining to 
National Security Information 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action revises and 
retitles Subpart D, Part 0 of the 
Commission's Rules pertaining to the 
Mandatory Declassification of National 
Security Information. 

The revision informs members of the 
public of the procedures to be followed 
in submitting requests for 
declassification and establishes internal 
processing and disposition procedures 
for such requests. 

This action is taken by the 
Commission in order to comply with the 
procedural requirements of Executive 
Order 12356, National Security 
Information. 

DATE: Effective: November 12, 1982. 
ADDRESS: Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20554. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Fred J. Goldsmith, Office of the 
Managing Director, (202) 632-7143. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 0 
Classified information. 


Adopted: November 9, 1982. 
Released: November 12, 1982. 


1. Executive Order 12356, National 
Security Information, requires that 
agencies which handle classified 
information promulgate regulations 
identifying the information to be 
protected, prescribe classification, 
downgrading, declassification and 
safeguarding procedures, and establish 
a monitoring sy$8tem to ensure 
compliance. The Executive Order further 
requires that those portions of the 
regulations which affect members of the 
public be published in the Federal 
Register. 

2. To comply with the latter 
requirement of the Executive Order, we 
are hereby,revising and retitling Subpart 
D, Part 0, of the rules. The revision is 
set out in the attached Appendix. 
Because the Order concerns only 
Commission policies and procedures 
and implements Executive Order 12356, 
the prior notice and effective date 


provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553 are 
inapplicable, Authority for adoption of 
this revision is contained in Section 4(i) 
of the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 154({i) and Executive 
Order No. 12356. 

3. Accordingly, it is ordered, effective 
November 12, 1982, that Part 0 of the 
Rules and Regulations is revised as set 
out in the Appendix attached hereto. 
(Secs. 4, 303, 48 Stat., as amended, 1066, 1082; 
47 U.S.C. 154, 303.) 

Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico, 
Secretary. 


Appendix 
Subpart D, Part 0 of Chapter 1 of Title 


47 of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
revised to read as follows: 


Subpart D—Mandatory 
Deciassification of National Security 
Information 


Sec. 

0.501 General. 

0.502 Purpose. 

0.503 Submission of requests for mandatory 
declassification review. 

0.504 Processing requests for 
declassification. 

0.505 Fees and charges. 

0.506 FOIA and Privacy Act requests. 

Authority: Secs. 4{i), 303(r), ; 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended (47 
U.S.C. 154{i) and 303(r)). 


§ 0.501 General. 

Executive Order 12356 requires that 
information relating to national security 
be protected against unauthorized 
disclosure as long as required by 
national security considerations. The 
Order also provides that all information 
classified under Executive Order 12356 
or predecessor orders be subject to a 
review for declassification upon receipt 
of a request made by a United States 
citizen or permanent resident alien, a 
federal agency, or a state or local 
government. 


§ 0.502 Purpose. 

This subpart prescribes the 
procedures to be followed in submitting 
requests, processing such requests, 
appeals taken from denials of 
declassification requests and fees and 
charges. 


§ 0.503 Submission of Requests for 
Mandatory Deciassification Review. 

(a) Requests for mandatory review of 
national security information shall be in 
writing, addressed to the Managing 
Director, and reasonably describe the 
information sought with sufficient 
particularity to enable Commission 
personnel to identify the documents 
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containing that information and be 
reasonable in scope. 

(b) When the request is for 
information originally classified by the 
Commission, the Managing Director 
shall assign the request to the 
appropriate bureau or office for action. 

(c) Requests related to information, 
either derivatively classified by the 
Commission or originally classified by 
another agency, shall be forwarded, 
together with a copy of the record, to the 
originating agency. The transmittal may 
contain a recommendation for action. 


§0.504 Processing Requests for 
Deciassification. 


(a) Responses to mandatory 
declassification review requests shall be 
governed by the amount of search and 
review time required to process the 
request. A final determination shall be 
made within one year from the date of 
receipt of the request, except in unusual 
circumstances. 

(b) Upon a determination by the 
bureau or office that the requested 
material originally classified by the 
Commission no longer warrants 
protection, it shall be declassified and 
made available to the requester, unless 
withholding is otherwise authorized 
under law. 

(c) If the information may not be 
declassified or released in whole or in 
part, the requester shall be notified as to 
the reasons for the denial, given notice 
of the right to appeal the denial to the 
Classification Review Committee, and 
given notice that such an appeal must be 
filed within 60 days of the date of denial 
in order to be considered. 

(d) The Commission's Classification 
Review Committee, consisting of the 
Managing Director (Chairman), the 
General Counsel or his designee, and 
the Chief, Internal Review and Security 
Division, shall have authority to act, 
within 30 days, upon all appeals 
regarding denials of requests for 
mandatory declassification of 
Commission-originated classifications. 
The Committee shall be authorized to 
overrule previous determinations in 
whole or in part when, in its judgment, 
continued classification is no longer 
required. If the Committee determines 
that continued classification is required 
under the criteria of the Order, the 
requester shall be promptly notified and 
advised that an application for review 
may be filed with the Commission 
pursuant to 47 CFR 1.115. 


§ 0.505 Fee and Charges. 


(a) The Commission has designated a 
contractor to make copies of 





Commission records and offer them for 
sale (See §0.465). 

(b) An hourly fee is charged for 
recovery of the direct costs of searching 
for requested documents (See § 0.466). 


§ 0.506 FOIA and Privacy Act Requests. 
Requests for declassification that are 

submitted under the provisions of the 

Freedom of Information Act, as 

amended, (See § 0.461), of the Privacy 

Act of 1974, (See § 0.554) shall be 

processed in accordance with the 

provisions of those Acts. 

[FR Doc. 82-32177 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 


47 CFR Parts 0, 1, 13 
[FCC 82-501] 


U.S. Citizenship Eligibility 
Requirements for Commercial Radio 


Operators 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Commission amends its 
rules, 47 CFR Part 0, 47 CFR Part 1, and 
47 CFR Part 13, to remove U.S. 
citizenship as an eligibility requirement 
for commercial radio operator licenses. 
This action was necessary to conform 
the Commission's Rules to the 
provisions of Pub. L. 97-259, enacted 
September 13, 1982. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 
ADDRESSES: Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20554. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Barnett C. Jackson, Jr., (202) 632-7240, 


or 
Lawrence Clance, (202) 632-7591. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


List of Subjects 
47 CFR Part 0 
Organization and functions. 


47 CFR Part 1 


Administrative practice and 
procedure. 


47 CFR Part 13 


Commercial radio operator's licenses. 


Adopted: November 9, 1982. 
Released: November 12, 1982. 
By the Commission. 


1. On September 13, 1982, Pub. L. 97- 
259 amended Section 303(1) of the 
Communications Act of 1934 authorizing 
the Commission to issue commercial 
radio operatar licenses to “persons who 
are found to be qualified by the 
Commission and who otherwise are 


legally eligible for employment in the 
United States.” Previously, that section 
authorized the Commission to issue 
commercial radio operator licenses only 
to U.S. citizens, U.S. nationals, and 
citizens of the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, with certain exceptions 
in the case of alien aircraft pilots and 
alien radio station licensees. 

2. We are revising our rules-to 
conform to the amended provisions of 
Section 303 of the Communications Act. 
We are also making certain editorial 
revisions to Part 13 of our Rules to 
improve readability. 

3. Because these rule amendments are 
made to conform with the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, we find that prior notice and 
public procedure are unnecessary. (5 
U.S.C. 553(b)(3)(B)) Furthermore, as the 
rule amendments adopted herein relieve 
a restriction, we are designating that 
these rule amendments shall become 
effective upon publication in the Federal 
Register. (47 U.S.C. 408) (5 U.S.C. 553(d)) 

4. Accordingly, it is ordered, That 
Parts 0, 1, and 13 of Title 47 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations are amended as 
set forth in the Appendix attached 
hereto. This action is taken pursuant to 
Sections 4(i) and 303(r) of the 
Communications Act, as amended. (47 
U.S.C. 154(i) and 303(r)). 

5. For information on this matter 
contact B. C. “Jay” Jackson, Jr., Regional 
Services Division, FCC, Washington, 
D.C. 20554, (202) 632-7240. 


(Secs. 4, 303, 48 Stat., as amended, 1066, 1082; 
47 U.S.C. 154, 303) 

Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary. 


Appendix 
PART 0—[AMENDED] © 


A. Part 0 of Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows: 

1. Section 0.483 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 0.483 Applications for amateur or 
commercial radio operator licenses. 

(a) Application filing procedures for 
amateur radio operator licenses are set 
forth in Part 97 of this chapter. 

(b) Application filing procedures for 
commercial radio operator licenses are 
set forth in Part 13 of this chapter. 
Detailed information about application 
forms, filing procedures, and places to 
file applications for commercial radio 
operator licenses is contained in the 
bulletin “Commercial Radio Operator 
Licenses and Permits.” This bulletin is 
available from any Commission field 
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office or the FCC, Washington, D.C. 
20554. 

2. Section 0.485 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 0.485 Amateur and commercial radio 
operator examinations. 

Written examinations and Morse 
telegraphy examinations are conducted 
at prescribed intervals or by 
appointment at locations specified in the 
Commission’s current examination 
schedule, copies of which are.available 
from any Commission field office or 
from the FCC, Washington, D.C. 20554. 


PART 1—[ AMENDED] 


B. Part 1 of Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows: 

1. Section 1.77 is amended by revising 
paragraph (h) as follows: 


§ 1.77 Detailed application procedures; 
cross references. 

(h) Rules governing applications for 
commercial radio operator licenses are 
set forth in Part 13 of this chapter. 

2. Section 1.83 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 1.83 Applications for radio operator 
licenses. 

(a) Application filing procedures for 
amateur radio operator licenses are set 
forth in Part 97 of this chapter. 

(b) Application filing procedures for 
commercial radio operator licenses are 
set forth in Part 13 of this chapter. 
Detailed information about application 
forms, filing procedures, and places to 
file applications for commercial radio 
operator licenses is contained in the 
bulletin “Commercial Radio Operator 
Licenses and Permits.” This bulletin is 
available from any Commission field 
office or from the FCC, Washington, 
D.C. 20554. 

3. Section 1.84 is amended by revising 
paragraph (a), and removing paragraphs 
(b) and (c), as follows: 


§ 1.84 Procedure with respect to 
commercial radio operator applications. 

(a) Upon acceptance of an application 
for a commercial radio operator license, 
filed in accordance with Part 13 of this 
chapter, an examination, if required, is 
conducted. If the applicant is found 
qualified and eligible in all respects, the 
license will be issued. If additional 
information is necessary to determine 
an applicant's qualifications or 
eligibility, or if it appears that a grant of 
an application would not serve the 
public interest, the applicant will be 
notified in writing and given an 
opportunity to provide additional 
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pertinent information in writing. If, from 
the information available, it appears 
that the applicant is not qualified or is 
ineligible, or that a grant of the 
application would not serve the public 
interest, the applicant will be advised 
thereof in writing and given an 
opportunity to request, within a 
specified period of time, that the 
application be set for hearing. If the 
applicant does not request, within the 
specified period, that the application be 
set for hearing, the application will be 
denied. 

(b) [Deleted] 

(c) [Deleted] 


* * * * * 


PART 13—[AMENDED] 


C. Part 13 of Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows: 

1. Section 13.3 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 13.3 Holding of more than one 
commercial radio operator license. 

(a) No person may hold two or more 
commercial radiotelegraph operator 
licenses at the same time. 

(b) No person may hold two or more 
commercial radiotelephone operator 
licenses at the same time, except as 
provided in paragraphs (c) and (d) of 
this section. 

(c) Each person who is legally eligible 
for employment in the United States 
may hold one Marine Radio Operator 
Permit and one Restricted 
Radiotelephone Operator Permit at the 
same time, if necessary. 

(d) Each person who is not legally 
eligible for employment in the United 
States, and certain other persons who 
were issued permits prior to September 
13, 1982, may hold two Restricted 
Radiotelephone Operator Permits at the 
same time, as each permit may 
authorize the operation of a particular 
station or class of stations. 

2. Section 13.4 is amended by revising 
paragraphs (a) and (b), and by removing 
paragraph (c), as follows: 


§ 13.4 Term of licenses. 

(a) Except as provided in paragraph 
(b) of this section, commercial radio 
operator licenses will normally be 
issued for a five-year term. 

(b) Restricted Radiotelephone 
Operator Permits issued to persons 
legally eligible for employment in the 
United States will normally be issued 
for a term concurrent with the lifetime of 
the holder. The terms of all such 
Restricted Radiotelephone Operator 
Permits issued prior to November 15, 
1953, which were outstanding on that 


date, were extended to encompass the 
lifetimes of such operators. 

3. Section 13.5 is amended by revising 
paragraph (a) as follows: 


§ 13.5 Eligibility for new license. 

(a) The following, if found qualified by 
the Commission, may be issued 
commercial radio operator licenses: 

(1) Any person legally eligible for 
employment in the United States, 
including all U.S. citizens, U.S. 
nationals, and citizens of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

(2) Any person, for the sole purpose of 
operating aircraft radio stations, who 
holds: 

(i) A valid United States pilot 
certificate; or, 

(ii) A foreign aircraft pilot certificate 
valid in the United States, provided that 
the foreign government involved has 
entered into a reciprocal agreement 
under which such foreign government 
does not impose any similar requirement 
relating to eligibility for employment 
upon citizens of the United States. 

(3) Any person who holds a Federal 
Communications Commission radio 
station license, for the sole purpose of 
operating that station. 


* * * 


4. Section 13.11 is revised.to read as 
follows: 


§ 13.11 Application filing procedures. 


(a) Detailed information about 
application forms, filing procedures and 
places to file applications for 
commercial radio operator licenses is 
contained in the bulletin “Commercial 
Radio Operator Licenses and Permits.” 
This bulletin is available from any 
Commission field office or from the FCC, 
Washington, D.C. 20554. 

(b) Applications for commercial radio 
operator licenses will be processed in 
accordance with the rules and 
regulations in effect on the date filed. 

5. Section 13.22 is amended by 
revising paragraph (g) as follows: 


§ 13.22 Examination requirements. 

(g) Restricted Radiotelephone 
Operator Permit. No examination is 
required for this permit. In lieu thereof, 
each applicant will certify that he or 
she: 

(1) Is legally eligible for employment 
in the United States; or, if not so eligible, 
holds an aircraft pilot certificate valid in 
the United States or an FCC radio 
station license in his or her name; 

(2) Can speak and hear; 

(3) Can keep, at least, a rough written 
log; and, 

(4) Is familiar with provisions of 
applicable treaties, laws, rules, and 
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regulations which govern the radio 
station he or she will operate. 

6. Section 13.23 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 13.23. Examination procedures. 


(a) Applicants, when taking 
examinations for commercial radio 
operator licenses, shall comply with the 
examination instructions printed on the 
examination booklet. 

(b) Written examinations shall be in 
English, except when waived under 
authority delegated in § 0.314. 

(c) In the case of a blind applicant, the 
examination questions may be read 
orally by a person chosen by the 
Commission, and the blind applicant 
may answer orally. A blind applicant 
wishing to use this procedure must make 
arrangements with the appropriate field 
office at least two weeks prior to the 
date on which the examination is 
desired. 

7. Section 13.28 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a) and (b) as 
follows: 


§ 13.28 License renewals. 


(a) Commercial radio operator 
licenses issued for five year terms may 
be renewed, by proper application, at 
any time during the last year of the 
license term or during a one-year.grace 
period following expiration. Expired 
licenses are not valid during the grace 
period. 

(b) There are no service or 
examination requirements for renewals. 


* * * * * 


8. Section 13.71 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 13.71 Duplicate or replacement licenses. 


(a) The holder of a commercial radio 
operator license which has been lost, 
mutilated, or destroyed may obtain a 
duplicate license document by filing an 
application, with a written explanation 
as to the circumstances involved in the 
loss, mutilation, or destruction of the 
original license. 

(b) The holder of a commercial radio 
operator license whose name is legally 
changed, or whose physical description 
is significantly altered, may obtain a 
replacement license by filing an 
application with a written explanation 
as to the change requested. 

9. Section 13.76 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 13.76 Limitation on certain Restricted 


* Radiotelephone Operator Permits. 


(a) A Restricted Radiotelephone 
Operator Permit issued to an aircraft 
pilot who is not legally eligible for 
employment in the United States is valid 





only for operation of radio stations on 
aircraft. 

(b) A Restricted Radiotelephone 
Operator Permit issued to a person 
under the waiver provision of Section 
303(1)(2) of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended, is valid only for the 
operation of radio stations for which 
that person is the station licensee. 

{FR Doc. 82-32467 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 


47 CFR Part 22 


[Gen. Docket No. 80-183; RM-2365; RM- 
2750; RM-3047; RM-3068; FCC 82-503] 


Public Mobile Radio Services; Allocate 
Spectrum in a Certain MHz Band and 
To Establish Other Rules, Policies, and 
Procedures for One-Way Paging 
Stations in the Domestic Public Land 
Mobile Radio Service 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 


ACTION: Final Rule (Memorandum 
Opinion and Order on 
Reconsideration—Part 1). 


SUMMARY: The Commission has issued 
its Memorandum Opinion and Order on 
Reconsideration (Part 1) of its Report 
and Order, in General Docket 80-183, 89 
FCC 2d 1337, 47 FR 24557 (June 7, 1982), 
which allocated 3 MHz of spectrum from 
929-932 MHz for private and common 
carrier one-way paging systems. The 
petitions raise issues dealing with both 
local, non-network (regional or 
nationwide) paging. The Order pertains 
exclusively to the common carrier local, 
non-network frequencies. It defers 
resolution of the inter-city, network 
paging issues to a subsequent Order 
because those issues are more complex 
and require further consideration. Need 
showing requirements have been 
retained for incumbent common carriers 
requesting an initial 900 MHz frequency, 
and a forty-mile separation criterion has 
been adopted for purposes of 
determining whether an applicant must 
demonstrate need for an initial or 
subsequent 900 MHz frequency because 
we believe it will promote competition 
and result in spectrum efficiency. In 
addition, the submissions of 

§ 22.115(j)(8) topographic maps and 

§ 22.115 profile graphs were waived for 
900 MHz common carrier paging 
applications. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 27, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lisa Wershaw, Common Carrier Bureau, 
(202) 632-6450. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 22 


Communications common carriers, 
Mobile radio service. 


Memorandum Opinion and Order on 
Reconsideration (Part 1) 

Adopted November 16, 1982. 

Released November 16, 1982. 


I. Preliminary Statement 

1. We have before us informal 
comments and four petitions for 
reconsideration '! of our First Report and 
Order (the Order) in General Docket 80- 
183 ? allocating 3 MHz of spectrum ° for 
private and common carrier one-way 
paging systems.‘ The petitions identify 
four substantive issues: the necessity for 
need showings by existing carriers for 
initial 900 MHz frequencies; definition of 
a market; network paging policies and 
procedures; and Federal preemption of 
state entrance, exit and rate regulations 
for the network paging frequencies.*® 

2. The first two issues pertain to non- 
network paging, while the second two 
relate exclusively to network paging. ® 
Our review of the petitions reveals that 
the non-network issues can be handled 
fairly easily, but the network issues will 
take more time to resolve. Rather than 
delay action on the non-network issues, 
we have decided to treat them 
separately. Therefore, this Order will 
resolve only the non-network issues and 
applications for those frequencies will 
be accepted on December 1, 1982, as 
established in our August 5, 1982, 
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 47 FR 
35203 (August 13, 1982). While we 
anticipate expeditious resolution of the 
network paging issues, it is unlikely that 


‘Petitions were filed by Telocator Network of 
America (Telocator); Mobile Communications 
Corporation of America (MCCA); Page America 
Communications, Inc. (Page America); and Beep- 
Beep Page, Inc. (Beep-Beep Page). Informal 
comments were filed by American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company (AT&T) and United Telephone 
System, Inc. (UTS). 

289 FCC 2d 1337, 47 FR 24557 (1982). 

5 One MHz (forty 25 KHz frequencies) was 
allocated for private radio systems, one MHz was 
put in reserve for advanced technology paging 
systems and one MHz was allocated for common 
carrier paging systems. 

‘This order pertains exclusively to the common 
carrier frequencies, 931.0125-931.9875 MHz. The 
Commission dealt with the private radio frequencies 
in its Second Report and Order, 47 FR 39502 
(September 8, 1982), 

°Telocator also requested deferral of the initial 
filing date for 900 MHz applications. On August 5, 
1982, the filing date was extended from September 7 
to December 1, 1982, Memorandum Opinion and 
Order, 47 FR 35203 (August 3, 1982), therefore this 
issue is moot. 

® Three of the forty 900 MHz paging channels 
allocated to the Common Carrier Bureau were 
designated exclusively for inter-city, “network” 
(regional and nationwide) paging. The remaining 
thirty seven channels will be utilized for local or 
“non-network” paging. 
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Commission approval and public release 
can be accomplished before the 
December 1, filing date. Therefore, we 
will defer the date for accepting network 
applications until 30 days after the 
Order addressing those issues is 
published in the Federal Register. 

3. As discussed below, we have 
decided to retain the need showing 
requirements for existing carriers, but 
we will adopt a forty mile separation 
criterion for purposes of determining 
whether an applicant is entitled to an 
initial or subsequent one-way paging 
frequency in a market without 
demonstrating need. On our own 
motion, we will eliminate the 
submission of certain engineering data 
with respect to 900 MHz applications. 


II. Discussion 
A. Need for Service 


4. We had traditionally required 
common carrier applicants for one-way 
paging frequencies to demonstrate a 
public need for service.’ In our First 
Report and Order, we eliminated the 
submission of need showings by 
applicants for initial paging frequencies 
in a market. This policy applies to all 
paging frequencies, not only frequencies 
in the 900 MHz band. However, to 
safeguard against inefficient use of the 
spectrum, we proposed to authorize no 
more than a single paging frequency at a 
time. We took this action in light of the 
clear public need for additional one-way 
paging services and the determination 
that the preparation and submission of 
initial public need showings were time 
consuming, administratively 
burdensome and unnecessary to further 
the public interest. We concluded that a 
general policy in favor of new entry in 
the one-way paging industry would best 
serve the public interest, convenience 
and necessity. 

5. However, we decided to retain need 
demonstrations for incumbent paging 
licensees who apply for a new or 
additional frequency in a market. 
Therefore, pursuant to § 22.516 of our 
Rules, after authorization for one paging 


7The need standards which have been applied to 
applications for an initial frequency evolved 
primarily out of two cases, Long Island Paging, 30 
FCC 2d 405 (1971), and New York Telephone Co., 47 
FCC 2d 488, recon. denied, 49 FCC 2d 264 (1974) 
aff'd sub nom. Pocket Phone Broadcast Service, Inc. 
v. FCC, 538 F. 2d 447 (D.C. Cir. 1976). Past 
Commission practice had been to require applicants 
for an initial frequency to submit a public need 
survey, with demographic and commercial 
information being accepted to supplement the need 
survey. 

*It was determined that public need showings for 
one initial frequency often provoked petitions to 
deny that delayed service while amendments to the 
applications invariably cured any deficiencies 
raised in the petitions. 
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frequency in a market is obtained, a 
licensee may apply for an additional 
frequency in that market only if it 
supplies a traffic load study which 
demonstrates that the existing paging 
facility is insufficient to meet increased 
demand. 

6. We rejected commenters’ 
arguments that existing carriers should 
have the same opportunity to enter the 
900 MHz market as new carriers. We 
concluded that allowing an existing 
carrier a 900 MHz frequency without 
demonstrating need would result in 
inefficient use of the new frequencies 
and would frustrate our policy 
encouraging new carriers in the market 
and creating a wide range of user 
choices. 

7. In its petition, Telocator argues and 
AT&T agrees that all applicants, both 
new and existing carriers in a market, 
should be permitted to apply for an 
initial 900 MHz paying channel without 
demonstrating need. Telocator contends 
that our discussion of warehousing in 
the First Repert and Order, which 
justifies elimination of need showings 
for new entrants in a market, is an 
equally compelling argument to support 
eliminating need for all applicants. It 
refers to the following statements in the 
First Report and Order to support its 
claim that allowing existing carriers in a 
market an initial 900 MHz channel 
without demonstrating need will not 
encourage warehousing or inefficient 
use of the frequencies: “warehousing is 
linked to availability of frequencies; we 
do not believe that entrepreneurs would 
undertake application and construction 
costs absent need; and we are unaware 
of any warehousing to date,” 89 FCC 2d 
1337, 1351 and 1352 (1982). 

8. Telocator further contends that the 
allocation at 900 MHz was originally 
sought to enable the RCC industry, for 
the first time, to provide high quality 
tone-voice service on a significant scale. 
It argues that to preclude existing 
carriers from providing tone-voice 
service, or to force them to demonstrate 
loading on a channel which provides 
different services, is both illogical and 
inconsistent with Commission policy 
encouraging competition and 
diversification of service offerings. 

9. Moreover, Telocator argues that to 
the extent our decision regarding need 
rests on the assumption that the 900 
MHz band is fungible with other paging 
frequencies or that all types of service 
offerings can be readily intermixed on a 
single paging network, these 
assumptions are false. Telocator states 
that it is more difficult to achieve 
adequate stability for simulcasting at 
900 MHz than at 35 or 43 MHz (the low 


band), that noise at 900 MHz is less, 
and the cost of a 900 MHz base station 
transmitter is three times the cost of its 
counterpart at lowband. Moreover, 
Telocator claims that networks 
employing simulcasting often use a 
digital equalization technology which 
does not pass audio signals. Therefore, 
to require licensees to intermix services 
on the same network would be forcing 
carriers “into a competitive mold, 
whereby no carrier has the option of 
differentiating its offerings on the basis 
of cost, quality of service or technical 
innovation.” 

10. Finally, Telocator argues that the 
First Report and Order’s theory of 
competition—encouraging additional 
carriers in the paging market to create a 
wide range of user choices—is both 
narrow and in error. It asserts that since 
the paging market is already 
characterized by intensive competition, 
our focus on encouraging new entrants 
in the paging market is misplaced. It 
claims that our focus should be on 
whether the licensing policies are 
unnecessary or irrational obstacles to 
existing carriers in a market. 

11. After carefully considering these 
arguments, we affirm our finding that it 
is in the public interest to require 
existing carriers in a market to 
demonstrate need for an additional 
paging frequency. There are simply not 
enough frequencies available for all 
carriers interested in providing one-way 
paging service to allow existing carriers 
another frequency without 
demonstrating need. Moreover, implicit 
in our decision to retain need showings 
for additional channels is the finding 
that there is more incentive to 
warehouse additional frequencies than 
initial frequencies. Therefore, our 
reasons for eliminating need showings 
for initial channels are not equally 
applicable here. We emphasize that 
existing carriers are not being denied 
entry into the 900 MHz market, they are 
merely being required to demonstrate 
need for an additional frequency. 

12. We reject Telocator’s argument 
that the technical and commercial 
characteristics of the 900 MHz band 
render it incompatible with other paging 
frequency service offerings. As a 
practical matter, it is technically feasible 
for a carrier to intermix tone-voice and 
tone-alert service or to employ 
simulcasting for voice paging. '° It might 


* Simulcasting is the transmission of information 
from two or more base stations simultaneously. 

© Paging equipment is currently available which 
permits tone-alert and tone-voice services on the 
same frequency using simulcast. There are presently 
wide area paging systems which provide this dual 
service. Although some networks use digital 
equalization technology which does not pass audio 
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be more expensive to intermix services 
on a single frequency; however, it is not 
technically impossible to do so, as 
Telocator suggests. Further, although 
Telocator argues that only the 900 MHz 
band is suitable for high quality tone- 
voice service, incumbent carriers have 
for years had access to UHF and VHF 
channels which can support high quality 
tone-voice service. 

13. We also reject Telocator’s 
arguments regarding its theory of 
competition. In light of the historic 
scarcity of paging frequencies, we 
believe that competition would not be 
fostered by allowing existing carriers to 
obtain another frequency in a market 
without demonstrating need. Although 
our recent allocations in this proceeding 
and in CC Docket 80-189 (lowband 
channels) have alleviated the historic 
shortage to some extent, the availability 
of paging frequencies remains a valid 
concern. Requiring need demonstrations 
is a rational and practical method of 
encouraging competition, spectrum 
efficiency and technological and service 
innovation. 


B. Definition of a Market 


14. In conjunction with its need 
argument, Telocator urges us to redefine 
a market for purposes of determining 
whether an applicant is requesting a 
new or additional frequency in an area. 
As explained above, an existing carrier 
must demonstrate need, i.e., that its 
existing facility is insufficient to meet 
increased demand, in order to obtain an 
additional frequency in a market. 

15. Traditionally, we have used the 
“fifty percent overlap” rule to determine 
whether an applicant is requesting a 
new or additional frequency in an area. 
If the reliable service contours or 43 dBu 
contours of two transmitters licensed to 
or applied for by the same carrier 
overlap by fifty percent or more, both 
transmitters are deemed to be serving 
the same market. Therefore, the channel 
requested is treated as an additional 
rather than a new channel and it must 
be supported by a need demonstration. 
Conversely, if the reliable service areas 
do not overlap or overlap by less than 
fifty percent, they are deemed to be 
serving different markets and a need 
demonstration for the new frequency 
would not be required. 

16. As stated above, the reliable 
service area for one-way paging stations 
is generally considered to be its 43 dBu 
contour. However, in our First Report 
and Order, we adopted a fixed twenty 


signals, these base stations can be retrofitted to 
include audio signals or replaced by a base station 
which passes both audio and digital signals. 
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mile radius to define the reliable service 
area of a 900 MHz paging station. We 
concluded that twenty miles was a 
realistic, reliable standard because it is 
the approximate distance that a paging 
signal travels from a transmitter site. 
Consequently, for purposes of 
determining need, the fifty percent 
overlap rule would apply to a fixed 
twenty mile service contour as opposed 
to the traditional 43 dBu contour. 

17. However, in its petition, Telocator 
requests that for purposes of 
determining an applicant's initial 
channel assignment, we define market 
in terms of a Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA). Telocator 
states further, that after the initial 
channel is loaded in accordance with 
§ 22.516, our analysis should revert to 
the fifty percent overlap rule. 
Telocator’s concern is that under the 
present 900 MHz rules, by judicious 
spacing of transmitter sites at 
approximately 20-mile intervals, the 
same applicant can obtain a minimum of 
three different channels to serve the 
same market without having a fifty 
percent overlap among the respective 
service areas. It claims that the adoption 
of an SMSA market concept would 
essentially eliminate abuse of the fifty 
percent overlap rule. 

18. We recognize the potential for an 
applicant to lock up several 900 MHz 
frequencies in a market, 
notwithstanding the fifty percent 
overlap rule. We agree with Telocator 
that an alternative to the fifty percent 
overlap rule should be adopted. 
However, instead of defining a market 
as Telocator suggests, we will eliminate 
the fifty percent overlap rule with 
respect to 900 MHz paging systems and 
adopt a fixed forty mile separation 
criterion for purposes of determining 
whether a traffic load study must be 
submitted to obtain an initial or 
subsequent 900 MHz paging frequency 
in an area.'! We have adopted a forty 
mile separation criterion because the 
reliable service area contour of a base 
station is twenty miles. Consequently, if 
we require base stations to be distanced 
by forty miles there will not be any 
overlap between the twenty mile 
reliable service area contours of these 
stations. Therefore, if an applicant for a 
paging frequency attempts to distance 
its proposed base station less than forty 
miles from a previously licensed base 


" This policy should not be confused with the 
fixed 70 mile separation criterion adopted for 
frequency reuse purposes. To prevent interference, 
we will not license different applicants on the same 
frequency unless base stations are separated by 70 
miles, The separation criterion discussed above, 
pertains to the same applicant who wants a new 
frequency in a market. 


station, the applicant must demonstrate 
need for the additional channel pursuant 
to § 22.516 of the Rules. In addition, this 
fixed mileage requirement will also 
apply if a 900 MHz licensee wishes to 
obtain a new or additional paging 
system on another paging frequency at 
35, 43, or 150 MHz. 

19. We find that adoption of a forty 
mile separation criterion for purposes of 
determining whether an applicant is 
requesting a new or additional 
frequency in an area, will best serve the 
public interest. This appears to be a 
more effective way to eliminate the 
possibility of an applicant acquiring 
several 900 MHz frequencies in an area 
than Telocator’s proposal. Further, it is 
more easily administered than an SMSA 
standard. We believe that a fixed 
separation criterion is consistent with 
the Commission's desire to promote 
competition among carriers and ensure 
spectrum efficiency. Moreover, it will 
eliminate the economic burden to the 
applicant and the administrative 


“workload to the Commission associated . 


with preparing and analyzing 
engineering contour studies. Finally, the 
public will benefit by the Commission's 
expeditious authorization of service. 


C. Technical Matters 


20. We have decided to waive the 
requirements that certain engineering 
data be submitted with 900 MHz 
applications. Our First Report and 
Order adopted a 20 mile reliable service 
area definition and a fixed 70 mile 
separation criterion to determine 
frequency reuse instead of relying on 
interference studies. Therefore, the 
topographic maps presently required by 
§22.115(j)(8) and the profile graphs 
required by § 22.115 of the Rules need 
not be submitted with 900 MHz paging 
applications. However, should the 
Commission need these maps and 
graphs in the future, the applicant will 
be responsible for providing them at that 
time. Moreover, the maps required to be 
submitted with the application should 
be U.S. Geological Survey maps with a 
scale of 1:250,000 (full scale reductions 
are not permitted) depicting each base 
station site and its respective service 
area contour. The map must also 
indicate latitude and longtitude. These 
maps are necessary to provide us with a 
perspective of the applicant's system 
design and will enable us visually to 
determine if there is overlap between 
service area contours. Notice and 
comment are not required prior to 
waiver of this rule because it relates to 
Commission procedure and practice. 5 
U.S.C. 553(b). Because this rule is 
procedural, not substantive, the 
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effective date provisions of the 
Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. 
553(d), do not apply here. 


D. Other Matters 


21. Finally, we will reemphasize 
several policies which were adopted in 
the First Report and Order. First, the 
decision to authorize one frequency at a 
time applies to all paging bands, not 
only 900 MHz frequencies. 89 FCC 2d 
1349, 1350. Therefore, this limit is 
applicable to all paging applications that 
have been filed and to all paging 
frequencies which will be filed after the 
adoption of this Order. Further, if an 
applicant files for a one-way paging 
frequency when it has another paging 
application pending in that market, 
irrespective of the frequency band, the 
Commission will treat the previously 
filed paging application as being 
amended by the subsequent application. 
Id. at 1363-1364. The amended 
application will then be considered 
newly filed and subject to applicable 
cut-off procedures. 47 CFR 22.23(c)(i); 
22.31. Finally, § 22.13, pertaining to 
disclosure of the real party or parties in 
interest, was revised in the First Report 
and Order. We emphasize that this rule 
applies to all common carriers engaging 
in Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio 
Services. Thus, it is applicable to 
applicants for two-way mobile services 
as well as one-way paging services. /d. 
at 1353, n.29, and 1366. 


Ill. Conclusion 


22. After careful consideration of the 
issues pertaining to non-network paging, 
we have decided to retain need showing 
requirements for incumbent carriers in a 
market, and to adopt a fixed forty mile 
separation criterion to determine 
whether an applicant is requesting a 
new or additional channel in an area. 

23. We have attempted to streamline 
and simplify the regulatory procedures 
for 900 MHz applications. This is 
evidenced by the elimination of 
engineering contour studies for the 
definition of a market, reliable service 
area and frequency re-use calculations 
and the elimination of public need 
showings for all initial paging channels. 
We believe that the procedures adopted 
herein, represent the most efficient and 
expeditious way to render 900 MHz non- 
network paging services to the public. 


IV. Ordering Clauses 


24. Accordingly, it is ordered, That the 
petitions for reconsideration are granted 
to the extent set forth herein, and are 
otherwise denied. 

25. It is further ordered, That pursuant 
to the authority found in section 154(i), 
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301 and 303(r) of the Communications . 
Act of 1934, as amended, Parts 2 and 22 
of the Commission's Rules and 
regulations are amended as specified in 
Appendix A. These amendments shall 
become effective 30 days after 
publication of this Memorandum 
Opinion and Order in the Federal 
Register. 

26. It is further ordered, That the 
requirements of 47 CFR 22.115{j)(8) and 
22.115 are hereby waived for a one-way 
paging application requesting a 900 MHz 
paging frequency. 

27. It is further ordered, That 
applications for 900 MHz network 
paging frequencies will be accepted 
thirty days after the Order resolving 
those issues is published in the Federal 
Register. 

28. It is further ordered, That 
applications for 900 MHz non-network 
paging frequencies will be accepted on 
December 1, 1982, for an initial period of 
60 days only. 

(Secs. 4, 303, 48 Stat., as amended, 1066, 1082; 
47 U.S.C. 154, 303) 

Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary. 

Appendix A 

PART 22—[ AMENDED] 


47 CFR Part 22 is amended as follows: 

1. 47 CFR 22.516 is amended by 
revising the heading and the 
introductory language as follows: 


§ 22.516 Additional showing required with 
application for assignment of additional 
frequency or frequencies, or as otherwise 
required by the Commission’s Rules. 

Traffic load studies shall be required: 
(1) With an application requesting the 
assignment of an additional frequency 
for an existing one-way signaling 
station; (2) with an application 
requesting the assignment of one or 
more additional frequencies for an 
existing two-way station; or (3) as the 
Commission may otherwise prescribe. A 
traffic load study shall include a 
showing of the following: 


2. Part 22 is amended by adding new 
§ 22.525 to read as follows: 


§ 22.525 One-way signaling stations. 

(a) An applicant for a new one-way 
signaling station may request no more 
than one channel. No showing of public 
need will be required of an applicant for 
an initial channel regardless of the band 
for which the request is made. 


(b) An applicant requesting a new 900 
MHz one-way signaling station will be 
deemed to be requesting additional 
frequencies for its existing station if 
there is less than forty miles distance 
between the applicant's existing base 
station and its proposed base station. 
An existing 900 MHz licensee requesting 
a one-way frequency ‘vill be deemed to 
be requesting an additional frequency if 
its proposed base station is less than 
forty miles from its existing 900 MHz 
base station. 

(c) An applicant for an additional 
transmitter location within the service 
area of its existing station, and on the 
same frequency, will not be required to 
demonstrate public need for the new 
facility. The applicant may not reduce 
the distance between its own station 
location(s) and a co-channel station 
below that specified in § 22.503(c) as a 
result of the addition of a new 
transmitter location unless the 
frequency is time-shared to avoid 
interference. 

(d) An applicant for an additional 
channel must demonstrate the need for 
it by submitting a traffic load study 
pursuant to § 22.516. 

(e) An applicant filing an application 
for a 900 MHz paging frequency at a 
location within forty miles of a pending 
one-way application, without dismissing 
the previously filed pending application, 
will be treated as amending the previous 
application. The amended application 
will be considered newly filed and 
subject to the applicable cut-off 
procedures. A pending 900 MHz 
application will be amended by a 
subsequent application for any one-way 
paging frequency, if the base station 
location is within forty miles of the 
location requested in the pending 900 
MHz application. 

(f) In the cases where the pending or 
newly filed applications do not involve 
the 900 MHz band, an applicant 
requesting a new one-way signaling 
station will be deemed to be requesting 
additional frequencies for its existing 
station if either (1) the transmitter 
location specified in the new application 
is within the service area of the existing 
station, or (2) there is an overlap or 50 
percent or more between the service 
areas of the existing and proposed 
facilities. 

[FR Doc. 82-32476 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Highway Administration 

49 CFR Part 395 

[BMCS Docket No. MC-99; Amendment No. 
81-6] 

Driver’s Logs 


AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The FHWA is amending the 
Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Regulations (FMCSR) to reduce the 
burden for drivers and motor carriers by 
revising the requirements for recording a 
driver's duty status, reducing the record 
retention period for both the motor 
carrier and the driver, and relaxing the 
100-mile radius driver exemption by 
increasing the consecutive hours worked 
criterion from 12 to 15 hours. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Neill L. Thomas, Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety, (202) 426-9767; or Mrs. 
Kathleen S. Markman, Office of the 
Chief Counsel, (202) 426-0346, Federal 
Highway Administration, Department of 
Transportation, 400 Seventh Street, SW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20590. Office hours 
are from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m. ET, 
Monday through Friday. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Information collection requirements 
contained in this regulation (§ 395.8) 
have been approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-511) 
and have been assigned OMB control 
number 2125-0016. 

The FHWA has determined that this 
document is a major regulatory 
reduction action under Executive Order 
12291 and that this rulemaking action is 
considered to be significant under the 
DOT's regulatory policies and 
procedures. A regulatory impact 
analysis and regulatory flexibility 
analysis is available for inspection in 
the public docket and may be obtained 
by contacting Mr. Neill Thomas of the 
program office at the address specified 
above. 

On February 17, 1982, the FHWA 
issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) (Docket No. MC-99; No. 82-2, 47 
FR 7702, February 22, 1982) seeking 
comments on a proposal to reduce the 
paperwork burden for motor carriers 
and drivers by eliminating the required 
driver's log forms. Comments were due 
by April 23, 1982. 





The driver's log has been the primary 
regulatory tool used by the Federal 
government, State governments, drivers, 
and commercial motor carriers to 
determine a driver's compliance with 
the maximum hours of service 
limitations prescribed in the FMCSR. 
For example, during the last six months 
of 1981, the Bureau reviewed over 
600,000 logs for driver and carrier 
compliance with the hours of service 
requirements. This included logs 
checked during management audits 
made at the carrier's terminals and 
those checked during roadside 
inspections. The information obtained 
from the log is used to place drivers out 
of service when they are in violation of 
the maximum limitations at the time of 
inspection. It is also used in determining 
a motor carrier's overall safety 
compliance status in controlling excess 
on duty hours, a major contributory 
factor in fatigue induced accidents. 
Additionally, it has traditionally been 
the principal document that is accepted 
by the court system as evidence to 
support enforcement actions for excess 
hours of service violations. Many motor 
carriers use the log to determine 
whether a driver has available hours to 
drive within the limitations set out in the 
regulations. Currently, it is the only 
single universally recognized instrument 
available to both Government and 
industry to insure compliance with the 
hours of service rules. Termination of a 
recordkeeping requirement, in light of 
the demonstrated need for enforcement, 
would be contrary to the very essence of 
the safety regulatory philosophy of the 
FHWA and in contradiction to the Act 
under which it was promulgated. 


History 


In 1935, Congress enacted the Motor 
Carrier Act, 49 Stat. 543, which was 
designated as Part II of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (IC Act). The major 
objective of the Act was the 
preservation and fostering of safe, 
efficient and economical highway 
movements in interstate commerce. 

The statutory authority under which 
the FMCSR are issued is contained in 49 
U.S.C. 304, Interstate Commerce Act, 
and 49 U.S.C. 1655, Department of 
Transportation Act. 

Section 204(a) of the IC Act provides 
for the establishment of regulations 
relating to the qualifications and 
maximum hours of service of employees 
of common and contract carriers, as 
well as the safety of operations and 
equipment of those carriers. In addition, 
the regulations apply to the safety of 
operations of private carriers of 
property pursuant to Section 204(a)(3) of 
the IC Act which authorizes subjecting 


certain private motor carriers to safety 
regulations “if need therefor is found.” 
The Interstate Commerce Commission 
(ICC) made that requisite finding in 
1940. (Motor Carrier Safety 
Regulations—Private Carriers, 23 M.C.C. 
1 (1940), modified on reconsideration, 26 
M.C.C. 205 (1940), further modified, 26 
M.C.C. 477 (1940)). Private carriers of 
property are governed by the same 
safety regulations as common or 
contract carriers. 

The driver's daily log was first 
prescribed by the ICC in Ex Parte MC-2, 
by order dated July 15, 1938, and later 
modified by order issued February 8, 
1939, effective January 1, 1940. The 
original log contained eight separate 
duty status lines plus a remarks section. 
In addition, it contained the carrier 
name and main office address, date, 
driver's signature, home terminal, 
mileage, company accounting number, 
and summary of duty hours. 

In establishing the log requirement, 
the ICC stated “For the enforcement of 
the regulations prescribed herein and for 
other purposes, we will require the 
keeping of a driver's log. This log, the 
precise form of which will be defined in 
a supplemental order prior to the 
effective date of our regulations herein, 
will bring out the essential facts 
respecting the places at or between 
which the driver has operated vehicles 
within a 24 hour period, the length of the 
on-duty period, the distribution of this 
period between driving time and time 
otherwise spent, and such other 
information as is deemed necessary. The 
log will be written up by the driver, and 
he will be required to keep one copy 
with him while on duty. A second copy 
will be required to be filed with the 
carrier-employer daily or at the end of 
each trip. This copy will be retained by 
such carrier in its files, subject to our 
inspection or other use, for such time as 
our regulations with respect to the 
destruction of records, shall require. 
Where, as the record shows, carriers use 
for payroll or other purposes data of a 
kind required to be shown on this log, 
there will be no objection to the 
entering, by the driver or the carrier, of 
additional information on such log.” 

Effective July 1, 1952, the log was 
completely revised as Form BMC 54, 
prescribed by the ICC (Budget Bureau 
No. 60-R253.2). The log was reduced 
from 8 duty status lines to four: 1. off 
duty; 2. sleeperberth; 3. driving; and 4. 
on duty (not driving). Minor revisions 
were made in 1965 (Budget Bureau No. 
60-R253.3) to establish the log which is 
used today, i.e., Form MCS-59, Driver's 
Daily Log. 
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Since that time, several rulemaking 
actions have been initiated concerning 
the log requirements. For example, a one 
year test program commenced April 1, 
1973, in response to a petition for 
rulemaking filed by the American 
Trucking Associations, Inc. (ATA). The 
ATA requested adoption of a form of log 
which would permit 7 days of driver's 
activities to be entered on a single sheet 
of paper. A variety of problems were 
encountered during this test program. 

An Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (ANPRM), published in the 
Federal Register on September 10, 1974 
(39 FR 32620), proposed to permit the 
use of a 7-day log accompanied by 
restrictions and limitations on its 
general use. The comments submitted in 
response to the ANPRM indicated 
concerns and problems similar to those 
encountered during the test program. 

As a result of the comments filed in 
response to the ANPRM and the results 
of the test program, an NPRM was 
published in the Federal Register on 
January 22, 1976 (41 FR 3311), proposing 
a 4-day log. The 4-day log was proposed 
in lieu of the 7-day log to offset the 
many enforcement problems that would 
have arisen through the use of the 7-day 
log. 

In response to the aforementioned two 
rulemaking proposals, the ANPRM (7- 
day log) and the NPRM (4-day log), 
another NPRM was published in the 
Federal Register on April 4, 1977 (42 FR 
17891), which proposed a multi-day log. 
Twenty-six supporting comments 
favoring the multi-day log concept were 
received. There were no opposition 
comments received. A final rule was 
published on November 2, 1977, (42 FR 
58525) implementing a multi-day log. 
The final rule became effective upon 
issuance. 

The multi-day log consists of two 
parts. Form MCS-139 is the first part of 
the multi-day log and may be used 
independently as a single-day log. This 
part includes information not included 
on form MCS-139A, which is a 
continuation portion of the multi-day 
log. Motor carriers may have as many as 
8 day’s logs on one sheet of paper. This 
action reduced considerably the number 
of sheets of paper a carrier or driver 
processed if the carrier chose to use the 
multi-day log as prescribed in § 395.9 of 
the FMCSR. 

In 1938, when the ICC prescribed a 
log, relatively little criticism was 
directed against the rule. Substantially 
all of the witnesses agreed that a log 
was necessary insofar as over-the-road 
vehicles were concerned. Since that 
time, many modifications of the log have 
been made when research or petitions 
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provided information which warranted 
such action. It has been the policy of the 
FHWA to consider burden reduction 
when such action does not negatively 
affect safety. 

On December 27, 1974, Congress 
created the Commission on Federal 
Paperwork (CFP) (Pub. L. 93-556). The 
CFP was established to study and 
investigate statutes, policies, rules, 
regulations, and information 
management procedures of Federal 
agencies to ascertain changes necessary 
to reduce paperwork burden on the 
public and/or industry. The legislation 
further directed the CFP to identify 
specific paperwork problems and 
initiate actions with responsible Federal 
agencies to achieve immediate solutions 
where possible. 

In 1976, during the course of its 
studies, the CFP pinpointed the driver's 
logs as excessively burdensome. The 
CFP recommended that the FHWA 
discontinue the log and that an alternate 
monitoring system be devised to attain 
compliance with the hours of service 
regulations. Because the FHWA. was 
already considering the use of multi-day 
logs at the time of the recommendation, 
no additional rulemaking was initiated 
in response to the CFP’s 
recommendation. 

When the CFP was dissolved, the 
implementation of its recommendations 
was assigned to the OMB. The OMB 
has, since that time, received further 
authority to oversee regulatory actions, 
past and present, to assure that 
unnecessary or particularly burdensome 
requirements are alleviated. The 
statutory authority for this function is 
found in the Paperwork Reduction Act 
of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511. Additional 
authority is contained in Executive 
Order 12291, dated February 17, 1981. 
Further attention has been given to the 
matter of regulatory burden on small 
business in the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-354. 

The driver's log has existed with OMB 
(formerly the Bureau of Budget) 
approval for at least 30 years. However, 
in light of the CFP recommendations and 
the other cited authority, the OMB 
renewed its approval of the forms 
pending completion of a research study, 
entitled “Alternate Methods of 
Regulating Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Drivers’ Hours of Service,” Chilton Co., 
Contract No. DOT-FH-11-9414, and 
subsequent rulemaking action based on 
the findings of the study. The study was 
completed in February 1982. Authority 
for the use of the present logs has been 
extended until January 1, 1983. 


Test Program 

Although the preliminary results of 
the test program indicated that the 
modified trip report appeared to be an 
acceptable alternative to the driver's 
log, there is a distinct unavoidable bias 
in the final test program results. The 
drivers in the program were all 
employed by fleets whose managements 
were initially receptive to 
experimentation with the alternate 
concepts. Having made such a decision, 
these managements, it could be argued, 
had a vested interest in making the 
program work. Management reactions to 
the alternatives were almost universally 
enthusiastic for the modified trip report, 
but ranged from enthusiastic to negative 
for the tachograph chart. In both cases, 
there appeared to be little or no increase 
in administrative costs while supportive 
evidence, particularly in the larger 
fleets, did surface to suggest that an 
administrative cost reduction does 
result with the use of modified trip 
reports. 

Although there were a number of 
problems enumerated and discussed 
throughout the final report of the test 
program (Alternative Methods of 
Regulating Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Driver’s Hours of Service, Final Report, 
February 1982, Chilton Company, 
Radnor, Pennsylvania), the contractor 
noted one exception in the report which 
it felt should be addressed in future 
regulatory action—that of multiple 
employers. One carrier withdrew from 
the program due to the refusal of 
interlining motor carriers to accept, in 
this case, the tachograph chart in lieu of 
the log and the drivers’ objections to 
maintaining both duty status reports. 
The report stated that the regulations 
must stress that “there can be only one 
official logging record on any given day 
and that record must contain all hours of 
service activity for all employers and 
that each employer must receive the 
same identical copy of the driver's total 
hours of service activity.” 

The final rule set forth hereafter will 
eliminate most of the problems 
encountered during the test program. 


Current Rulemaking Action 


Approximately 1,300 comments were 
received in response to the NPRM of 
February 17, 1982, from a wide variety of 
respondents as shown below: 

1. State regulatory agencies. 

2. Trucking associations. 

3. Private carriers. 

4. Drivers. 

5. Driver associations. 

6. Union representatives. 

7. Transportation groups. 

8 Owner operators. 


9. Hazardous materials carriers. 

10. Bus associations. 

11. Other interested parties. 

These commenters addressed the 
proposed changes to the driver's log as 
well as a proposal concerning the 
present 100-mile radius driver 
exemption. The 100-mile radius driver 
exemption proposal was a response to 
petitions filed by the Private Truck 
Council of America, Inc. (PTCA), and 
the Continental Group, Inc., of Chicago, 
Illinois. The specifics of this proposal 
are addressed in detail later in this 
document. 


Assessment of Comments 


Supportive (No Log Requirement; 
Relaxation of Present Rules) 


Approximately 90 of the comments 
received supported the proposed rules. 
This group of commenters was 
composed primarily of national 
associations representing motor carriers 
and intercity bus operators, as well as 
associations representing owner- 
operators. There were many supporting 
comments offered by individual motor 
carriers and individual owner-operators. 

The comments ranged from those 
advocating complete abolition of all 
recordkeeping requirements to those 
urging only a slight relaxation of the 
present rule. For example, the Owner- 
Operators Independent Driver's 
Association of America “strongly 
supports elimination of the daily log as a 
pernicious regulation, unenforceable or 
inconsistently enforced, an invasion of 
privacy, a method of driver harassment, 
used to enforce ancillary regulations, 
often used as a strategy or method of 
withholding payment, and a means for 
carriers to enforce internal work rules.” 
It goes on to say that the logs create a 
burden on owner-operators since State 
and local jurisdictions increase their 
revenues through fines for log violations. 
It estimates that 4 to 6 hours per week 
are spent filling in the log book 
correctly. It recommended a check-in, 
check-out system be used in place of the 
log. 

Approximately 70 of the comments 
received in support of a rule change 
were from owner-operators and other 
drivers who urged the complete 
elimination of the logs as well as any 
other recordkeeping requirement. Those 
comments were based on the belief that 
maintenance of the logs is too costly 
during this current economic recession, 
as well as the belief that truckers realize 
when they need to stop for rest based on 
common sense. No evidence was 
submitted to support these contentions. 
Many of these commenters urged the 
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elimination of the hours of service rules 
also, which is a matter beyond the scope 
of this rulemaking action. 

Other commenters, such as the United 
Parcel Service (UPS) and the American 
Bus Association (ABA), favor the 
elimination of the log requirements, 
particularly for regular route drivers. 
The UPS stated that the logs duplicate 
its own records which contain 
information required to monitor hours of 
service. It explained that time cards 
serve the same purpose as the logs for 
drivers who operate vehicles between 
fixed locations on a repetitive basis. The 
ABA shares this belief because, it says, 
bus companies establish trip schedules 
which are in compliance with the hours 
of service rules, and thus driver's hours 
of service are controlled with a view 
toward safety of bus operations. The 
ABA comments, which were supported 
by comments of Greyhound, do express 
support, however, of recordkeeping 
requirements for spare drivers. 

Other commenters advocated action 
less extreme than the total elimination 
of the logs. Also, their comments more 
closely addressed that which was 
proposed in the NPRM. The American 
Trucking Associations, Inc. (ATA) 
comments were typical of the majority 
of comments received supporting the 
proposal. The ATA recommends that, in 
addition to allowing optional forms for 
the recording of time, certain 
information should be deleted from the 
forms. The items recommended for 
deletion were: 

1. The company name and address 
(optional). 

2. Driver’s home terminal. 

3. Location of intermittent change of 
duty status. 

4. Shipping document information. 

5. Off-duty time. 

The Common Carrier Conference of 
the ATA also requested that four 
informational items be eliminated: 

1. Driver off-duty time. 

2. Location of each change of duty 
status., 

3. On-duty driving and on-duty not 
driving time. 

4. Carrier's home terminal address. 

Many of the other commenters 
supporting the proposal to allow 
alternate forms did so with the condition 
that the hours of service rules continue 
to be strictly enforced. Some 
commenters, such as the National Tank 
Truck Carriers, Inc., urged even stricter 
enforcement than that which presently 
exists. 


Opposed (to Log Elimination) 


The continued use of the driver's log 
was supported by a large majority of 
commenters. Approximately 1,200 


comments received were in opposition 
to the proposed rule change with 
expressed concerns focusing primarily 
on the potential for unnecessary 
confusion among law enforcement, 
regulatory and industry personnel. 
Twenty-seven State regulatory agencies 
from 23 States submitted comments in 
total support of the retention of the 
current driver's log, with only minor 
exceptions. These exceptions, which 
were put forth by several State agencies, 
indicated that trip reports may be 
acceptable provided the forms were 
uniform and the information necessary 
for enforcement purposes is specified to 
be contained therein. 

The need for uniformity was a 
concern expressed by the States, 
carriers, drivers, individuals and 
national organizations such as the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
(IBT), the Professional Drivers Council 
of Teamsters for a Democratic Union 
(PROD), and the Commercial Vehicle 
Safety Alliance (CVSA). The CVSA, for 
example, stated that the current log 
provides uniformity because it is 
universally understood by both law 
enforcement personnel, and the 
regulated industry, and is accepted by 
the courts. The CVSA also believes that 
any benefits gained by reducing the 
recordkeeping requirement at the 
Federal level would be more than offset 
by different or unique requirements 
promulgated by each of the States. It 
was also frequently pointed out that a 
multitude of dissimilar recordkeeping 
forms and techniques for enforcement 
personnel to become familiar with 
would be costly in terms of both time 
and money for enforcement agencies as 
well as the motor carriers. PROD; in its 
comments, expressed the belief that the 
acceptance of many forms will actually 
escalate enforcement costs due to the 
effort required in obtaining information 
from dissimilar forms. The PROD goes 
on to say that the proposal fails to 
promote, and would actually undermine, 
the objectives of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. Another commenter 
continues along these lines by saying 
that the paperwork burden would only 
be shuffled from the carrier onto the 
drivers and enforcement personnel by 
allowing many different types of forms. 

The IBT urges the FHWA to drop the 
entire rulemaking action based on the 
following rationale. It states its belief 
that the elimination of the log 
requirement will drastically weaken 
efforts to enforce the hours of service 
rules. It further states that the proposed 
rules would allow documentation 
through production and retention of a 
series of detached records with the 
possibility of lost, misplaced or 
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destroyed records increasing with each 
document created. 

A motor carrier Vice President, in 
opposing the proposed rule change, 
stated “I would hope that the Federal 
Government would not, in this case, let 
the Federal regulations descend to the 
State level for control. I feel we would 
be in the same mess we are faced with 
on permits. Every State would have their 
own formula for writing the laws and 
enforcing them. Let us stay at the 
Federal level and keep one set of laws.” 

Responses to a survey of owner- 
operators conducted by the Trucker's 
Action Conference, Baltimore, 
Maryland, indicated almost total 
opposition to replacing the exisiting log 
book with another timekeeping record. 
Results of the survey show, according to 
the Conference, that the log is easily 
updated during the time a driver spends 
waiting for meals to be served, engine 
warm-up and cool-down, on coffee 
breaks, etc. As a result of the survey, the 
Conference has taken the position that 
the log book controversy is largely a 
smoke screen. “The log book,” to states, 
“serves its purpose to a degree, which is 
to protect the driver and the public from 
abuse. It makes carriers and drivers use 
caution in exceeding the regulations.” 


Additional Comments 


Several commenters requested 
permission to use terminal codes to 
indicate the points at which the driver 
begins and ends a tour of duty. There is 
no objection to a motor carrier using its 
own terminal codes on the driver's time 
records in addition to-the information 
required on driver’s records of duty 
status. 

It has been requested that a section be 
included authorizing the FHWA’s 
Associate Regional Administrator for 
Motor Carrier Safety to approve 
innovative time control systems which 
do not meet the requirements of the 
driver's duty status record. There are 
procedures for filing petitions for 
changes in the regulations (49 CFR Part 
389). Any deviation from the 
requirements as set forth in the FMCSR 
must be handled through appropriate 
rulemaking action. 

The proposed use of the recording 
tachograph met with a great deal of 
opposition. The California Highway 
Patrol, for example, addressed the issue 
in its comments by stating that the 
modified tachograph (when legible) 


. would be satisfactory for after-the-fact 


inspections, but less than adequate for 
on-highway enforcement, which is 
considered to be of prime importance. 
The CVSA also commented on the 
problems associated with the use of 





tachographs such as the variations in 
style and type of charts and that 
modifications render the charts illegible. 
It also pointed out that the use of such a 
mechanical recorder is subject to 
breakdown and is far from being tamper 
proof when unlocked and inaccessible 
when locked. The comments of the 
CVSA were endorsed by many of the 
States who commented. The National 
Conference of State Transportation 
Specialists presented similar arguments. 
It contends that the use of tachographs 
overlooks the fact that safety 
enforcement is done on the highway and 
not at the carrier’s terminal. The 
enforcement by the States is for the 
purpose of removing the unsafe driver 
from the highway and is not predicated 
on after-the-fact investigation. Another 
issue in the discussion of tachographs is 
the fact that the admissibility of the 
tachograph chart as evidence in court is 
suspect. . 


Discussion 
Record Format 


It is conceivable that the paperwork 
burden will increase if the various 
States adopt differing recordkeeping 
requirements. The situation could 
worsen if some States refused to accept 
records prescribed by other States. A 
Federal standard is needed to regulate a 
diverse national industry that operates 
its vehicles into and through all States. 
The safety of the traveling public must 
not be compromised by weakening a 
national enforcement capability solely 
for the purpose of reducing paperwork 
burden. 

On the other hand, the arguments 
presented by those commenters urging 
the use of alternate forms which meet 
the needs of each company have a great 
deal of merit. These commenters 
contend that this course of action would 
preserve the national hours of service 
enforcement capability and, at the same 
time, permit an easing of the paperwork 
burden for many carriers and drivers. 

Having considered all comments, both 
pro and con, it has been decided that 
each motor carrier may use the 
recordkeeping form of its choice 
provided that the required information 
and the required graph grid (see 
illustrations in paragraph (g) of the final 
rule) appear on that form. The presence 
of a standard grid on the carrier’s form 
will result in universal recognition of 
any document tendered as an official 
hours of service record, thus overcoming 
most objections to the complete. 
elimination of a standardized form 
requirement. This does not preclude the 
continued use of the daily log or the 
multi-day log if a motor carrier so 


chooses. All “divided record” approvals 
now in effect for the driver's daily log or 
multi-day log do not have to be 
resubrhitted for approval if the carrier 
elects to use its own driver's record of 
duty status. 

The decision to require the use of the 
graph grid instead of other systems 
tested and subsequently proposed in the 
NPRM is based on the convincing 
arguments presented by the large 
majority of commenters who stressed 
their desire for universal uniformity. 
While this rule offers broad relief by 
allowing substantial freedom of design 
for the recordkeeping format, the use of 
alternate grids cannot be justified 
considering the large number of 
commenters dramatically opposed to 
such a change. 

Another consideration that led to this 
decision was the results of the test 
program. Even though the preliminary 
results indicated that the modified trip 
report appeared to be an acceptable 
alternative to the driver's log, the final 
report revealed some difficulties with 
the alternatives tested. The difficulties 
encountered were not insurmountable, 
but did lend added weight to the 
arguments urging a universally 
acceptable and recognizable duty status 
record. 

The decision to allow the use of any 
form chosen by a motor carrier was 
based in part on the results of the test 
program. Those results indicated that 
the use of a duty status record, when 
incorporated into any motor carrier 
form, presented no serious problems for 
the motor carriers, drivers, or 
enforcement personnel involved in the 
test program. It is believed, after due 
consideration of the comments to the 
docket and the results of the test 
program, that the graph grid (used either 
vertically or horizontally to fit the needs 
of the motor carrier) will provide 
substantial relief without jeopardizing 
uniformity and thus, the enforcement 
capability about which a large majority 
of commenters expressed concern. 

The tachograph was one of the 
alternate methods used in the test 
program. The test program results 
indicate that there are some problems 
associated with the tachograph similar 
to those mentioned above, such as the 
potential for mechanical breakdowns. 

The arguments provided against the 
use of the tachographs, the potential 
enforcement problems associated with 
it, and the problems encountered in the 
test program are justification enough for 
the FHWA to no longer consider the 
tachograph as a viable option for 
recordkeeping. 


. 
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Record Retention 


In response to many comments 
requesting reduction in the retention 
period for logs, it has been determined 
that the retention time presently 
required of motor carriers and drivers 
for the logs is longer than is absolutely 
necessary. Safety of operations or 
enforcement efforts will not be 
adversely affected if the retention 
requirement is reduced from 12 months 
to 6 months for carriers and from 30 
days to 8 days for drivers. The rule is 
being changed to reflect this shorter 
retention requirement. 


Data Elements 


It has also been determined that 
certain information currently required 
on the log may be unnecessary for 
enforcement purposes. For that reason 
the following items will no longer be 
required: 

1. Total mileage today. 

2. Name of co-driver. 

3. Home terminal address. 

4. Total hours (as found at far right 
edge of grid). 

5. Shipping document number(s), or 
name of shipper and commodity. 

6. Origin. 

7. Destination or turnaround point. 

One other change to the 
recordkeeping format is that of the 
beginning time itself. The time record 
may commence at any time and will 
record a 24-hour period of time. 
Presently, motor carriers are allowed to 
use midnight to midnight or noon to 
noon time bases. This rule will allow a 
motor carrier to commence the time 
base as it so chooses. However, the 
commencement time used must be 
constant within each terminal of the 
motor carrier’s operation. 

In view of the support for continuing 
the use of the driver's log, it is apparent 
that a fairly uniform method of 
recordkeeping is necessary to ensure 
continued compliance with the hours of 
service regulations. The FHWA’s 
concern for such uniformity has not 
been compromised in this effort to 
reduce the regulatory burden associated 
with the requirement. 

The alternate methods allowed herein 
permit motor carriers to choose between 
the driver's log and recordkeeping 
documents that are an integral part of 
the company’s operations. Those 
carriers who choose to combine 
company information with the required 
graph grid and essential data elements, 
can now consolidate all of the 
information onto one piece of paper. 
Additionally, the information now 
required on the recordkeeping form has 





been reduced from 16 data elements to 
eight. Many company reports, such as 
trip reports, already contain most of 
these data elements. These deletions are 
expected to reduce driver preparation 
time by approximately 50 percent 
without affecting the enforcement 
capability. 


Burden Reduction 


Based on projected costs and burden 
hours involved in the preparation of the 
driver’s duty status record, combined 
with the filing and retention time, it is 
estimated that a burden reduction of 
11.2 million hours and a dollar savings 
of $164.1 million will result from this 
rulemaking action. This represents a 54.2 
percent burden hour reduction in the 
recordkeeping requirements and a 56.0 
percent reduction in associated costs. 

Many company trip reports already 
contain most of the data items being 
required by the final rule and would 
continue to be included by the 
companies even if there were no Federal 
requirement. The preparation burden 
should, therefore, be further reduced to 


only include, in most instances, the time - 


involved in completing the graph grid. 
Alternatives 


This rule provides motor carriers with 
five alternatives for controlling a 
driver's hours of service. The five 
alternatives are as follows: 

1. Daily log (as is or modified); 

2. Multi-day log (as is or modified); 

3. Graph grid (vertical), combined 
with a company record; 

4. Graph grid (horizontal), combined 
with a company record; or 

5. Graph grid, combined with only 
eight required data elements. 


Exemption to Record of Duty Status 
Preparation 


The NPRM proposed to increase, from 
12 consecutive hours to 15 consecutive 
hours, the number of hours a driver may 
be on duty under the present 100-mile 
radius driver exemption. This proposal 
was in response to petitions filed by 
PTCA, and the Continental Group, Inc., 
of Chicago, Illinois, in which they 
requested that the 50-mile radius driver 
exemption be restored as an option. 

The petitioners contended that many 
drivers previously exempt from the log 
requirement are now required to prepare 
logs due to the 12-hour limitation. The 
petitioners pointed out that many 
companies engaged in such businesses 
as container manufacturing, 
merchandise packaging, home heating 
oil delivery, farm fertilizer delivery and 
retail services experience a seasonal 
need which clearly necessitates the 15- 


hour on-duty time limit in order to 
reduce the paperwork burden. 

Expanding the 50-mile radius driver 
exemption to 100 miles did create the 
situation described by the petitioners. 
The creation of such a situation was not 
intended. Rather than reestablish a 
separate 50-mile radius driver 
exemption, it was proposed that the 
current 100-mile radius driver exemption 
rule be revised to permit drivers to be on 
duty for 15 consecutive hours and not be 
required to prepare the driver’s duty 
status record. 

A large majority of commenters 
responding to the proposal supported 
the proposed change. Some commenters, 
however, such as the IBT and PROD, 
expressed opposition to the proposal 
because of the fear that drivers 
operating under this exemption may be 
required to drive in excess of the current 
10-hour allowance without preparing the 
necessary paperwork to determine if 
violations were committed. 

The decision to increase the on-duty 
time to 15 consecutive hours for drivers 
operating within the 100 air-mile radius 
of the work reporting location does not 
negate the 10 hour driving time rule. 
Under this exemption a driver may not 
drive more than 10 hours following 8 
consecutive hours off duty, nor drive 
after being on duty 15 consecutive 
hours. While the log exemption would 
make violating more difficult to detect, 
we believe that investigative techniques 
will allow adequate enforcement of the 
regulation. If experience shows this is 
not the case, appropriate rulemaking 
action will be initiated. 

Further, any time a driver leaves the 
exempt area, or is on duty more than 15 
consecutive hours, a record of the 
driver’s duty status must be prepared for 
that day by the driver. Under this 
provision, there is no limitation on the 
number of times the driver may operate 
beyond the 100 air-mile radius or be on 
duty in excess of 15 consecutive hours in 
a nondriving capacity. 


Conforn.ing Changes 


Conforming changes are being made 
in § 395.2, Definitions, and § 395.13, 
Drivers declared out of service, to make 
these sections compatible with the new 
rule. In addition, § 395.9, Driver’s multi- 
day log, is being rescinded because the 
provisions contained therein have been 
incorporated into the revised rule. 

Another conforming change being 
made is. the elimination of the 
exemption that provided for the use of 
Canadian forms by Canadian motor 
carriers operating into the United States. 
Since there will be no prescribed 
Canadian log form in the future, there is 
no need for an exemption. Any form 
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used, including forms used by Canadian 
motor carriers, must conform to the 
requirements for the driver’s record of 
duty status issued herein. Continued use 
of the previously prescribed Canadian 
log form is allowed as is the current 
daily log and multi-day log. 


Summary 


In view of the overwhelming number 
of comments received urging retention 
of the current driver’s log requirement, it 
is evident that rulemaking on this issue 
must consider the need for uniformity in 
recordkeeping as a critical and primary 
consideration. In addition, because a 
substantial number of commenters 
expressed support of the proposal, and 
considering the results of the test 
program, it is apparent that some of the 
burden imposed by the existing log 
requirement'can be eliminated without 
jeopardizing safety of operations. 

The final rule differs from the 
proposed rule in that it specifies that a 
uniform grid must be used in 
conjunction with any form a motor 
carrier uses, while at the same time 
permitting the continued use of the 
current driver's daily log or multi-day 
log. By doing so, uniformity has not been 
compromised. Further, the relaxation of 
this rule will allow for a substantial 
reduction of paperwork burden on the 
industry while not affecting the ability 
of Federal and State enforcement 
personnel to audit a carrier's or driver's 
compliance with the regulations. 

Actual cost reductions were reported 
by several fleets that participated in the 
test program. Those cost savings 
resulted from the elimination of 
collecting, processing, auditing, and 
filing of the log as a separate document. 
In some cases, such advantages as 
improved quality and quantity of hours 
of service compliance auditing was 
achievable by taking advantage of the 
savings in administrative time. 

This rule represents a compromise of 
well-stated positions, both pro and con, 
with the concerns of both factions 
having been weighed and given full and 
serious consideration. In addition, the 
test program has provided the needed 
evidence that the implementation of this 
rule does not present a safety hazard to 
the industry, its drivers, or the public. 

In accordance with the provisions of 
Executive Order 12291, in promulgating 
this rule the FHWA has determined that 
(a) the rule is clearly within the 
authority delegated by law and 
consistent with congressional intent, 
and (b) the factual conclusions upon 
which the rule is based have substantial 
support in the agency record, viewed as 
a whole, with full attention to public 
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comments in general and the comments 
of persons directly affected by the rule 
in particular. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 395 


Motor carriers—drivers hours of 
service, reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

In consideration of the foregoing, Title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations, Subtitle 
B, Chapter III, Part 395 is amended as 
set forth below. 


PART 395—HOURS OF SERVICE OF 
DRIVERS 


1. Amend § 395.2 by revising 
paragraph (c), (d) and (e) and by adding 
a new paragraph (j) to read as follows: 


§ 395.2 Definitions. 

(c) Seven consecutive days. The term 
“7 consecutive days” means the period 
of 7 consecutive days beginning on any 
day at the time designated by the motor 
carrier for a 24-hour period. 

(d) Eight consecutive days. The term 
“8 consecutive days” means the period 
of 8 consecutive days beginning on any 
day at the time designated by the motor 
carrier for a 24-hour period. 

(e) Twenty-four hour period. The term 
“24-hour period” means any 24 
consecutive hour period beginning at the 
time designated by the motor carrier for 
the terminal from which the driver is 


normally dispatched. 


(j) Principal place of business or main 
office address. The principal place of 
business or main office address is the 
geographic location designated by the 
motor carrier where the records required 
to be maintained by this part will be 
made available for inspection. 

2. Section 395.8 is revised in its 
entirety to read as follows: 


§ 395.8 Driver’s record of duty status 
(Approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget under OMB Control number 
2125-0016). 

(a) Every motor carrier shall require 
every driver used by the motor carrier to 
record his/her duty status, in duplicate, 
for each 24-hour period. Every driver 
who operates a motor vehicle shall 
record his/her duty status, in duplicate, 
for each 24-hour period. The duty status 
time shall be recorded on a specified 
grid, as shown in paragraph (g) of this 
section. The grid and the requirements 
of paragraph (d) of this section may be 
combined with any company forms. The 
previously approved format of the Daily 


Log, Form MCS-59 or the Multi-day Log, 
MCS-139 and MCS-139A, which meets 
the requirements of this paragraph, may 
continue to be used. 

(b) The duty status shall be recorded 
as follows: 

(1) “Off duty” or “OFF.” 

(2) “Sleeper berth” or “SB” (only if a 
sleeper berth used). 

(3) “Driving” or “D.” 

(4) “On-duty not driving” or “ON.” 

(c) For each change of duty status 
(e.g., the place of reporting for work, 
starting to drive, on-duty not driving and 
where released from work), the name of 
the city, town, or village, with State 
abbreviation, shall be recorded. 


Note.—If a change of duty status occurs at 
a location other than a city, town, or village, 
show one of the following: (1) The highway 
number and nearest milepost followed by the 
name of the nearest city, town, or village and 
State abbreviation, (2) the highway number 
and the name of the service plaza followed 
by the name of the nearest city, town, or 
village and State abbreviation, or (3) the 
highway numbers of the nearest two 
intersecting roadways followed by the name 
of the nerest city, town, or village and State 
abbreviation. 


(d) The following information must be 
included on the form in addition to the 
grid: 

(1) Date; 

(2) Total miles driving today; 

(3) Truck or tractor number; 

(4) Name of carrier; 

(5) Driver’s signature/certification; 
and 

(6) 24-hour period starting time (e.g., 
midnight, 9:00 a.m., noon, 3:00 p.m.); and 

(7) Main office address. 

(8) Remarks. 

(e) Failure to complete the record of 
duty activities, failure to preserve a 
record of such duty activities, or making 
of false reports in connection with such 
duty activities as prescribed herein shall 
make the driver and/or the carrier liable 
to prosecution. 

(f) The driver's activities shall be 
recorded in accordance with the 
following provisions: 

(1) Entries to be current. Drivers shall 
keep their record of duty status current 
to the time shown for the last change of 
duty status. 

(2) Entries made by driver only. All 
entries relating to driver's duty status 
must be legible and in the driver’s own 
handwriting. 

(3) Date. The month, day and year for 
the beginning of each 24-hour period 
shall be shown on the form containing 
the diiver’s duty status record. 


(4) Total mileage driven. Total 
mileage driven during the 24-hour period 
shall be recorded on the form containing 
the driver's duty status record. 

(5) Vehicle identification. The 
carrier’s vehicle number or State and 
license number of each truck or tractor 
unit operated during that 24-hour period 
shall be shown on the form containing 
the driver's duty status record. 

(6) Name of carrier. The name(s) of 
the motor carrier(s) for which work is 
performed shall be shown on the form 
containing the driver's duty status 
record. When work is performed for 
more than one motor carrier during the 
same 24-hour period, the beginning and 
finishing time, showing a.m. or p.m., 
worked for each carrier shall be shown 
after each carrier name. Drivers of 
leased vehicles shall show the name of 
the motor carrier performing the 
transportation. 

(7) Signature/certification. The driver 
shall certify to the correctness of all 
entries by signing the form containing 
the driver's duty status record with his/ 
her legal name or name of record. The 
driver’s signature certifies that all 
entries required by this section made by 
the driver are true and correct. 

(8) Time base to be used. (i) The 
driver’s duty status record shall be 
prepared, maintained, and submitted 
using the time standard in effect at the 
driver's home terminal, for a 24-hour 
period beginning with the time specified 
by the motor carrier for that driver’s 
home terminal. 

(ii) The term “7 or 8 consecutive days” 
means the 7 or 8 consecutive 24-hour 
periods as designated by the carrier for 
the driver’s home terminal. 

(iii) The 24-hour period starting time 
must be identified on the driver’s duty 
status record. One-hour increments must 
appear on the graph, be identified, and 
preprinted. The words “Midnight” and 
“Noon” must appear above or beside the 
appropriate one-hour increment. 

(9) Main office address. The motor 
carrier's main office address shall be 
shown on the form containing the 
driver's duty status record. 

(10) Recording days off duty. Two or 
more consecutive 24-hour periods off 
duty may be recorded on one duty 
status record. 

(g) Graph grid. The following graph 
grid must be incorporated into a motor 
carrier recordkeeping system which 
must also contain the information 
required in paragraph (d) of this section. 
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M 
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(h) Graph Grid Preparation. The graph 
grid may be used horizontally or 
vertically and shall be completed as 
follows: 

(1) Off duty. Except for time spent 
resting in a sleeper berth, a continuous 
line shall be drawn between the 
appropriate time markers to record the 
period(s) of time when the driver is not 
on duty, is not required to be in 
readiness to work, or is not under any 
responsibility for performing work. 

(2) Sleeper berth. A continuous line 
shall be drawn between the appropriate 
time markers to record the period(s) of 
time off duty resting in a sleeper berth, 
as defined in § 395.2(g). (If a non-sleeper 
berth operation, sleeper berth need not 
be shown on the grid.) 

(3) Driving. A continuous line shall be 
drawn between the appropriate time 
markers to record the period(s) of time 
on duty driving a motor vehicle, as 
defined in § 395.2(b). 

(4) On duty not driving. A continuous 
line shall be drawn between the 
appropriate time markers to record the 
period(s) of time on duty not driving 
specified in § 395.2(a). 

(5) Location—Remarks. The name of 
the city, town, or village, with State 
abbreviation where each change of duty 
status occurs shall be recorded. 


Note.—If a change of duty status occurs at 
a location other than a city, town, or village, 
show one of the following: (1) The highway 
number and nearest milepost followed by the 
name of the nearest city, town, or village and 
State abbreviation, (2) the highway number 
and the name of the service plaza followed 
by the name of the nearest city, town, or 
village and State abbreviation, or (3) the 
highway numbers of the nearest two 
intersecting roadways followed by the name 
of the nearest city, town, or village and State 
abbreviation. 


(i) Filing driver’s record of duty 
status. The driver shall submit or 
forward by mail the original driver's 
record of duty status to the regular 
employing motor carrier within 13 days 
following the completion of the form. 

(j) Drivers used by more than one 
motor carrier. (1) When the services of a 
driver are used by more than one motor 
carrier during any 24-hour period in 
effect at the driver's home terminal, the 
driver shall submit a copy of the record 
of duty status to each motor carrier. The 
record shall include: 

(i) All duty time for the entire 24-hour 
period; 

(ii) The name of each motor carrier 
served by the driver during that period; 
and 

(iii) The beginning and finishing time, 
including a.m. or p.m., worked for each 
carrier. 


(2) Motor carriers, when using a driver 
for the first time or intermittently, shall 
obtain from the driver a signed 
statement giving the total time on duty 
during the immediately preceding 7 days 
and the time at which the driver was 
last relieved from duty prior to 
beginning work for the motor carriers. 

(k) Retention of driver’s record of duty 
status. (1) Driver's records of duty status 
for each calendar month may be 
retained at the driver’s home terminal 
until the 20th day of the succeeding 
calendar month. Such records shall then 
be forwarded to the carrier's principal 
place of business where they shall be 
retained with all supporting documents 
for a period of 6 months from date of 
receipt. 

(2) Exception. Upon written request 
to, and with the approval of, the 
Associate Regional Administrator for 


Motor Carrier Safety for the region in 
which the motor carrier has its principal 
place of business, a motor carrier may 
forward and maintain such records at a 
regional or terminal office. The 
addresses and jurisdictions of the 
Associate Regional Administrator's 
offices are shown in § 390.40 of this 
subchapter. 

(3) The driver shall retain a copy of 
each record of duty status for the 
previous 7 consecutive days which shall 
be in his/her possession and available 
for inspection while on duty. 


Note.—Driver’s record of duty status. 

The graph grid, when incorporated as part 
of any form used by a motor carrier, must be 
of sufficient size to be legible. 

The following executed specimen grid 
illustrates how a driver's duty status should 
be recorded for a trip from Richmond, 
Virginia, to Newark, New Jersey. The grid 
reflects the midnight to midnight 24 hour 
period. 
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Graph Grid (Midnight to Midnight Operation) 


The driver in this instance reported for 
duty at the motor carrier's terminal. The 
driver reported for work at 6 a.m., helped 
load, checked with dispatch, made a pretrip 
inspection, and performed other duties until 
7:30 a.m. when the driver began driving. At 9 
a.m. the driver had a minor accident in 
Fredericksburg, Virginia, and spent one half 
hour handling details with the local police. 
The driver arrived at the company’s 
Baltimore, Maryland, terminal at noon and 
went to lunch while minor repairs were made 
to the tractor. At 1 p.m. the driver resumed 
the trip and made a delivery in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, between 3 p.m. and 3:30 p.m. at 
which time the driver started driving again, 
Upon arrival at Cherry Hill, New Jersey, at 4 
p.m., the driver entered the sleeper berth for a 
rest break until 5:45 p.m. at which time the 
driver resumed driving again. At 7 p.m. the 
driver arrived at the company’s terminal in 
Newark, New Jersey. Between 7 p.m. and 8 
p.m. the driver prepared the required 


. paperwork including completing the driver's 


record of duty status, vehicle condition 
report, insurance report for the 
Fredericksburg, Virginia accident, checked 
for the next day's dispatch, etc. At 8 p.m., the 
driver went off duty. 
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(l) Exemptions.—(1) 100 air-mile 
radius driver. A driver is exempt from 
the requirements of this section if: 

(i) The driver operates within a 100 
air-mile radius of the normal work 
reporting location; 

(ii) The driver, except a driver 
salesperson, returns to the work 
reporting location and is released from 
work within 15 consecutive hours; 

(iii) The driver had 8 consecutive 
hours off duty prior to reporting for duty; 

(iv) The driver does not exceed 10 
hours maximum driving time following 8 
consecutive hours off duty; 

(v) The motor carrier that employs the 
driver maintains and retains for a-period 
of 6 months accurate and true time 
records showing: 

(A) The time the driver reports for 
duty each day; 

(B) The total number of hours the 
driver is on duty each day; 

(C) The time the driver is released 
from duty each day; and 

(D) The total time for the preceding 7 
days in accordance with paragraph (i) of 





this section for drivers used for the first 
time intermittently. 

(2) Drivers of lightweight vehicles. 
The rules in this section do not apply to 
a driver of a lightweight vehicle as 
defined in $390.17. 

(3) Drivers operating in Hawaii. The 
rules in this section do not apply to a 
driver who drives a motor vehicle in the 
State of Hawaii, if the motor carrier who 
employs the driver maintains and 
retains for a period of 6 months accurate 
and true records showing— 

(i) The total number of hours the 
driver is on duty each day; and 

(ii) The time at which the driver 
reports for, and is released from, duty 
each day. 


§395.9 [Removed and reserved] 

3. Section 395.9 is removed and the 
section number is reserved. 

4. Amend § 395.13 by revising 
paragraphs (b), (c), and (d)(1) and (2) to 
read as follows: 


§395.13 Drivers declared out of service. 

(b) Out of service criteria. (1) No 
driver shall drive after being on duty in 
excess of the maximum periods 
permitted by this part. 

(2) No driver required to maintain a 
record of duty status under § 395.8 shall 
fail to have a record of duty status 
current on the day of examination and 
for the prior 7 consecutive days. 

(3) Exception. A driver failing only to 
have possession of a record of duty 
status current on the day of examination 
and the prior day, but has completed 
records of duty status up to that time 
(previous 6 days), will be given the 
opportunity to make the duty status 
record current. 

(c) Responsibilities of motor carriers. 
(1) No motor carrier shall: 

(i) Require or permit a driver who has 
been declared out of service to operate a 
motor vehicle until that driver may 
lawfully do under the rules in this part. 

(ii) Require a driver who has been 
declared out of service for failure to 
prepare a record of duty status to 
operate a motor vehicle until that driver 
has been off duty for 8 consecutive 
hours and is in compliance with this 
section. The consecutive 8 hour off-duty 
period may include sleeper berth time. 

(2) A motor carrier shall complete the 
“Motor Carrier Certification of Action 
Taken” portion of the form MCS-63 
(Driver-Vehicle Examination Report) 
and deliver the copy of the form either 
personally or by mail to the Associate 
Regional Administrator for Motor 
Carrier Safety, Federal Highway 
Administration, at the address specified 
upon the form within 15 days following 


the date of examination. If the motor 
carrier mails the form, delivery is made 
on the date it is postmarked. 

(d) Responsibilities of the driver. (1) 
No driver who has been declared out of 
service shall operate a motor vehicle 
until that driver may lawfully do so 
under the rules of this part. 

(2) No driver who has been declared 
out of service, for failing to prepare-a 
record of duty status, shall operate a 
motor vehicle until the driver has been 
off duty for 8 consecutive hours and is in 
compliance with this section. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.217, Motor Carrier 
Safety) 

(49 U.S.C. 304, 1653; 49 CFR 1.48 and 301.60) 

Issued on: November 22, 1982. 

Kenneth L. Pierson, 

Director, Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety, 
Federal Highway Administration. 

[FR Doc. 82-32331 Fileda1~24-82; 8:45 am] 
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


49 CFR Part 1033 


Various Railroads Authorized To Use 
Tracks and/or Facilities of the 
Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 
Railroad Co., Debtor (William M. 
Gibbons, Trustee) 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

ACTION: Forty-Sixth Revised Service 
Order No. 1473. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 122 of the 


Rock Island Railroad Transition and 
Employee Assistance Act, Public Law 
96-254, this order authorizes various 
railroads to provide interim service over 
the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 
Railroad Company, Debtor (William M. 
Gibbons, Trustee), and to use such 
tracks and facilities as are necessary for 
operations. This order permits carriers 
to continue to provide service to 
shippers which would otherwise be 
deprived of essential rail transportation. 
EFFECTIVE DATES: 12:01 a.m., November 
24, 1982, and continuing in effect until 
11:59 p.m., January 31, 1983, unless 
otherwise modified, amended or 
vacated by order of this Commission. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
M. F. Clemens, Jr., (202) 275-7840 or 275- 
1559. 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: 


Decided: November 19, 1982. 


Pursuant to Section 122 of the Rock 
Island Railroad Transition and 
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Employee Assistance Act, Public Law 
96-254 (RITEA), the Commission is 
authorizing various railroads to provide 
interim service over Chicago, Rock 
Island and Pacific Railroad Company, 
Debtor (William M. Gibbons, Trustee), 
(RI) and to use such tracks and facilities 
as are necessary for those operations. 
In view of the urgent need for 
continued rail service over RI's lines 
pending the implementation of long- 
range solutions, this order permits 


_ carriers to provide service to shippers 


which may otherwise be deprived of 
essential rail transportation. 

Appendix A, to the previous order, is 
revised by deleting at 4.S, the authority 
for the Chicago and North Western 
Transportation Company (CNW) to 
operate over Peoria Terminal Trackage 
between Hollis and Iowa Junction, 
Illinois. This line segment was 
purchased by CNW. 

Appendix A is further revised by - 
adding at Item 26, the authority for 
Texas North Western Railway Company 
(TNW) to operate between Hardesty, 
Oklahoma and Liberal, Kansas, a 
distance of approximately 33 miles. This 
line connects with a line segment 
already purchased by TNW from Rock 
Island at Hardesty, Oklahoma. 
Appendix A is further revised by 
modifying the authority of the Cadillac 
and Lake City Railway Company (CLK) 
at Item 8, to reflect the terms of its lease 
agreement with the Trustee. 

Appendix B of Forty-Third Revised 
Service Order No. 1473 is unchanged 
and is incorporated into this order by 
reference. 

It has been brought to the attention of 
the Board that, in certain cases, 
payment of compensation to the Trustee 
for the use of Rock Island property is in 
arrears. All interim operators are 
reminded that compensation, whether 
determined by lease, agreement, or the 
Rock Island Formula, is a requirement of 
this order and should remain current. 

It is the opinion of the Commission 
that an emergency exists requiring that 
the railroads listed in the named 
appendices be authorized to conduct 
operations using RI tracks and/or 
facilities; that notice and public 
procedure are impracticable and 
contrary to the public interest; and good 
cause exists for making this order 
effective upon less than thirty days’ 
notice. 


PART 1033—[ AMENDED] 
It is ordered, 


§ 1033.1473 Service Order No. 1473. 
(a) Various railroads authorized to 
use tracks and/or facilities of the 
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Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 
Railroad Company, debtor (William M. 
Gibbons, Trustee). Various railroads are 
authorized to use tracks and/or facilities 
of the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 
Railroad Company (RI), as listed in 
Appendix A to this order, in order to 
provide interim service over the RI; and 
as listed in Appendix B to this order, to 
provide for continuation of joint or 
common use facility agreements 
essential to the operations of these 
carriers as previously authorized in 
Service Order No. 1435. 

(b) The Trustee shall permit the 
affected carriers to enter upon the 
property of the RI to conduct service as 
authorized in paragraph (a). 

(c) The Trustee will be compensated 
on terms established between the 
Trustee and the affected carrier(s); or 
upon failure of the parties to agree as 
hereafter fixed by the Commission in 
accordance with pertinent authority 
conferred upon it by Section 122(a) 
Public Law 96-254. 

(d) Interim operators, authorized in 
Appendix A to this order, shall, within 
fifteen (15) days of its effective date, 
notify the Railroad Service Board of the 
date on which interim operations were 
commenced or the expected 
commencement date of those 
operations. Termination of interim 
operations will require at least (30) 
thirty days notice to the Railroad 
Service Board and affected shippers. 

(e) Interim operators, authorized in 
Appendix A to this order, shall, within 
thirty days of commencing operations 
under authority of this order, notify the 
RI Trustee of those facilities they 
believe are necessary or reasonably 
related to the authorized operations. 

(f) During the period of the operations 
over the RI lines authorized in 
paragraph (a), operators shall be 
responsible for preserving the value of 
the lines, associated with each 
operation, to the RI estate, and for 
performing necessary maintenance to 
avoid undue deterioration of lines and 
associated facilities. 

(1) In those instances where more 
than one railroad is involved in the joint 
use of RI tracks and/or facilities 
described in Appendix B, one of the 
affected carriers will perform the 
maintenance and have supervision over 
the operations in behalf of all the 
carriers as may be agreed to among 

- themselves, or in the absence of such 
agreement, as may be decided by the 
Commission. 

(g) Any operational or other difficulty 
associated with the authorized 
operations shall be resolved through 
agreement between the affected parties 


or, failing agreement, by the 
Commission's Railroad Service Board. 

(h) Any rehabilitation, operational, or 
other costs related to authorized 
operations shall be the sole 
responsibility of the interim operator 
incurring the costs, and shall not in any 
way be deemed a liability of the United 
States Government. 

(i) Application. The provisions of this 
order shall apply to intrastate, interstate 
and foreign traffic. 

(j) Rate applicable. Inasmuch as the 
operations described in Appendix A by 
interim operators over tracks previously 
operated by the RI are deemed to be due 
to carrier's disability, the rates 
applicable to traffic moved over these 
lines shall be the rates applicable to 
traffic routed to, from, or via these lines 
which were formerly in effect on such 
traffic when routed via RI, until tariffs 
naming rates and routes specifically 
applicable become effective. 

(k) In transporting traffic over these 
lines, all interim operators described in 
Appendix A shall proceed even’ though 
no contracts, agreements, or 
arrangements now exist between them 
with reference to the divisions of the 
rates of transportation applicable to that 
traffic. Divisions shall be, during the 
time this order remains in force, those 
voluntarily agreed upon by and between 
the carriers; or upon failure of the 
carriers to so agree, the divisions shall 
be those hereafter fixed by the 
Commission in accordance with 
pertinent authority conferred upon it by 
the Interstate Commerce Act. 

(l) To the maximum extent 
practicable, carriers providing service 
under this order shall use the employees 
who normally would have performed the 
work in connection with traffic moving 
over the lines subject to this order. 

(m) Effective date. This order shall 
become effective at 12:01 a.m., 
November 24, 1982. 

(n) Expiration date. The provisions of 
this order shall expire at 11:59 p.m., 
January 31, 1983, unless otherwise 
modified, amended, or vacated by order 
of this Commission. 

This action is taken under the 
authority of 49 U.S.C. 10304, 10305, and 
Section 122, Public Law 96-254. 

This order shall be served upon the 
Association of American Railroads, 


‘Transportation Division, as agent of the 


railroads subscribing to the car service 
and car hire agreement under the terms 
of that agreement and upon the 
American Short Line Railroad 
Association. Notice of this order shall be 
given to the general public by depositing 
a copy in the Office of the Secretary of 
the Commission at Washington, D.C., 


and by filing a copy with the Director, 
Office of the Federal Register. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 1033 


Railroads. 


By the Commission, Railroad Service 
Board, members J. Warren McFarland, 
Bernard Gaillard, and John H. O'Brien. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 


Appendix A.—Ri Lines Authorized To Be 
Operated by interim Operators 

1. Peoria and Pekin Union Railway 
Company (PPU): 

A. All Peoria Terminal Railroad property 
on the east side of the Illinois River, located 
within the city limits of Pekin, Illinois. 

B. Mossville, Illinois (milepost 148.23) to 
Peoria, Illinois (milepost 161.0) including the 
Keller Branch (milepost 1.55 to 6.15). 

2. Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP): 

A. Beatrice, Nebraska. 

B. Approximately 36.5 miles of trackage 
extending from Fairbury, Nebraska, to RI 
Milepost 581.5 north of Hallam, Nebraska. 

3. Toledo, Peoria and Western Railroad 
Company (TPW): 

A. Peoria Terminal Company trackage from 
Hollis to Iowa Junction, Illinois. 

*4. Chicago and North Western 
Transportation Company (CNW): 

A. from Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota, to 
Kansas City, Missouri. 

B. from Rock Junction (milepost 5.2) to 
Inver Grove, Minnesota (milepost 0). 

C. from Inver Grove (milepost 344.7) to 
Northwood, Minnesota. 

D. from Clear Lake Junction (milepost 
191.1) to Short Line Junction, Iowa (milepost 
73.6). 

E. from East Des Moines, Iowa (milepost 
350.8) to West Des Moines, Iowa (milepost 
364.34). 

F. from Short Line Junction (milepost 73.6) 
to Carlisle, Iowa (milepost 64.7). 

G. from Carlisle (milepost 64.7) to Allerton, 
Iowa (milepost 0). 

H. from Allerton, lowa (milepost 363) to 
Trenton, Missouri (milepost 415.9). 

I. from Trenton (milepost 415.9) to Air Line 
Junction, Missouri (milepost 502.2). 

]. from Iowa Falls (milepost 97.4) to 
Estherville, lowa (milepost 206.9). 

K. from Bricelyn, Minnesota (milepost 57.7) 
to Ocheyedan, Iowa (milepost 246.7). 

L. from Palmer (milepost 454.5) to Royal, 
Iowa (milepost 502). 

M. from Dows (milepost 113.4) to Forest 
City, Iowa (milepost 158.2). 

N. from Cedar Rapids (milepost 100.5) to 
Cedar River Bridge, Iowa (milepost 96.2) and 
to serve all industry formerly served by the 
RI at Cedar Rapids. 

O. at Sibley, Iowa. 

P. at Hartley, Iowa. 

Q. from Carlisle to Indianola, Iowa. 

R. at Omaha, Nebraska (between milepost 
502 to milepost 504). 

5. Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad Company (MILW): 

A. from Newport, Minnesota to a point 
near the east bank of the Mississippi River. 





sufficient to serve Northwest Oil Refinery, at 
St. Paul Park, Minnesota. 

B. from Davenport (milepost 182.35) to 
Iowa City, lowa (milepost 237.01). 

6. Missouri Pacific Railroad Company 
(MP): 

A. from Little Rock, Arkansas (milepost 
135.2) to Hazen, Arkansas (milepost 91.5). 

B. from Little Rock, Arkansas (milepost 
135.2) to Pulaski, Arkansas (milepost 141.0). 

C. from Hot Springs Junction (milepost 0.0) 
to and including Rock Island (milepost 4.7). 

7.Norfolk and Western Railway Company 
(NW): is authorized to operate over tracks of 
the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad 
Company running southerly from Pullman 
Junction, Chicago, Illinois, along the western 
shore of Lake Calumet approximately four 
plus miles to the point, approximately 2,500 
feet beyond the railroad bridge over the 
Calumet Expressway, at which point the RI 
track connects to Chicago Regional Port 
District track, for the purpose of serving 
industries located adjacent to such tracks. 
Any trackage rights arrangements which 
existed between the Chicago, Rock Island 
and Pacific Railroad Company and other 
carriers, and which extend to the Chicago 
Regional Port District Lake Calumet Harbor, 
West Side, will be continued so that shippers 
at the port can have NW rates and routes 
regardless of which carrier performs 
switching services. 

*8. Cadillac and Lake City Railway 
Company (CLK): 

A. from Poplar Street (milepost 0.76) to and 
including junction with DRGW Belt Line 
(milepost 3.99) all in the vicinity of Denver, 
Colorado. 

B. from Colorado Springs (milepost 608.93) 
to Caruso, Kansas (milepost 430.0) a distance 
of 178.93 miles. 

C. over-head rights from Caruso, Kansas 
(milepost 430.0) to Colby, Kansas (milepost 
387.0), a distance of approximately 43 miles, 
in order to.effect interchange with the Union 
Pacific Railroad. 

9. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company 
(BO): 

A. from Blue Island, Illinois (milepost 15.7) 
to Bureau, Illinois (milepost 114.2), a distance 
of 98.5 miles. 

B. from Bureau, Illinois (milepost 114.12) to 
Henry, Illinois (milepost 126.94) a distance of 
approximately 12.8 miles. 

10. Keota Washington Transportation ° 
Company (KWTR): 

A. from Keota to Washington, Iowa; to- 
effect interchange with the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad 
Company at Washington, Iowa, and to serve 
any industries on the former RI which are not 
being served presently. 

B. at Vinton, Iowa (milepost 120.0 to 123.0). 

C. from Vinton Junction, Iowa (milepost 
23.4) to Iowa Falls, lowa (milepost 97.4). 

11. The La Salle and Bureau County 
Railroad Company (LSBC): 

A. from Chicago (milepost 0.60) to Blue 
Island, Illinois (milepost 16.61), and yard 
tracks 6, 9 and 10; and crossover 115 to effect 
interchange at Blue Island, Illinois. 


B. from Western Avenue (Subdivision 1A, 
milepost 16.6) to 119th Street (Subdivision 1A, 
milepost 14.8), at Blue Island, Illinois. 

C. from Gresham (subdivision 1, milepost 
10.0) to South Chicago (subdivision 1B, 
milepost 14.5) at Chicago, Illinois. 

D. from Pullman Junction, Chicago, Illinois, 
(milepost 13.2) running southerly to the 
entrance of the Chicago International Port, a 
distance of approximately five miles, for the 
purpose of bridge rights and to effect 
interchange at the Kensington and Eastern 
Yard. 

12. The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 
Railway Company (ATSF): 

A. at Alva, Oklahoma. 

B. at St. Joseph, Missouri. 

13. The Brandon Corporation (BRAN): 

A. from Clay Center, Kansas (milepost 
178.37), to Manhattan, Kansas (milepost 
143.0), a distance of approximately 35 miles. 

14. Jowa Northern Railroad Company 
(IANR): 

A. from Cedar Rapids, Iowa (milepost 
100.5), to Manly, Iowa (milepost 225.1). 

B. at Vinton, Iowa, and west on the Iowa 
Falls Line to milepost 24.3. 

15. Jowa Railroad Company (IRRC): 

A. from Council Bluffs (milepost 490.15) to 
West Des Moines, Iowa (milepost 364.34) a 
distance of approximately 126.81 miles. 

B. from Audubon Junction (milepost.440.7) 
to Audubon, Iowa (milepost 465.1), a distance 
of approximately 24.4 miles. 

C. from Hancock, Iowa (milepost 6.4) to 
Oakland, Iowa (milepost 12.3), a distance of 
approximately 5.9 miles. 

D. Overhead rights from West Des Moines, 
Iowa (milepost 364.34) to East Des Moines, 
Iowa (milepost 350.8). (This trackage is 
currently leased to the CNW, see Item, 5.E.) 

E. from East Des Moines, Iowa (milepost 
350.8) to Iowa City, lowa (milepost 237.01), a 
distance of 113.79 miles. 

F. Overhead rights from Iowa City, lowa 
(milepost 237.01) to Davenport, lowa 
(milepost 182.35), including interchange with 
the Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railway. 
(This trackage is currently leased to the 
MILW, see Item 6.D.) 

G. from Bureau, Illinois (milepost 114.2) to 
Davenport, Iowa (milepost 182.35). 

H. from Rock Island, Illinois through Milan, 
Illinois, to a point west of Milan sufficient to 
serve the Rock Island Industrial Complex. 

I. at Rock Island, Illinois including 26th 
Street Yard. 

]. from Altoona to Pella, Iowa. 

16. Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad 
Company (MKT): 

A. from Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
(milepost 496.4) to McAlester, Oklahoma 
(milepost 365.0), a distance of approximately 
131.4 miles. 

17. Chicago Short Line Railway Company 
(CSL): 

A. from Pullman Junction easterly for 
approximately 1000 feet to serve Clear-View 
Plastics, Inc., all in the vicinity of the Calumet 
switching district. 

B. from Rock Island Junction westerly for 
approximately 3000 feet to Irondale Wye. 

18. Kyle Railroad Company (Kyle): 
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A. from Belleville (milepost 187.0) to 
Caruso, Kansas (milepost 430.0), a distance of 
approximately 243 miles, KYLE will be 
responsible for the maintenance of the jointly 
used track between Colby and Caruso as 
mutually agreed upon with CLK, and for 
coordinating operations. 

B. from Belleville (milepost 187.0) to 
Mahaska, Kansas (milepost 170.0), a distance 
of approximately 17 miles. 

C. from Belleville (milepost 225.34) to Clay 
Center, Kansas (milepost 178.37), a distance 
of approximately 47 miles. 

19. North Central Oklahoma Railway, Inc. 
(NCOK): 

A. from Mangum, Oklahoma (milepost 97.2) 
to Anadarko, Oklahoma (milepost 18.14). 

B. from El Reno, Oklahoma (milepost 515.0) 
to Hydro, Oklahoma (milepost 553.0) a 
distance of approximately 38 miles. 

C. from Geary, Oklahoma (milepost 0.0) to 
Okeene, Oklahoma (milepost 39.0) a distance 
of approximately 39 miles. 

20. South Central Arkansas Railway, Inc. 
(SCAR): 

A. from El Dorado, Arkansas (milepost 99) 
to Ruston, Louisiana (milepost 154.77). 

21. Burlington Northern Railroad Company 
(BN): 

A. at Burlington, Iowa (milepost 0 to 
milepost 2.06). 

B. at Okeene, Oklahoma. 

22. Fort Worth and Denver Railway 
Company (FWD): 

A. from Amarillo to Bushland, Texas, 
including terminal trackage at Amarillo, and 
approximately three (3) miles northerly along 
the old Liberal Line. 

B. at North Fort Worth, Texas (mileposts 
603.0 to 611.4). 

23. Omaha, Lincoln and Beatrice Railway 
Company (OLB): 

A. at Lincoln, Nebraska (milepost 559.16) to 
(milepost 560.83). 

Note.—In the interest of operational clarity 
and efficiency, and considering OLB’s lease 
with the Trustee, OLB will be the supervising 
carrier for operations and maintenance for 
the above segment to be operated jointly with 
COE. 

24. Colorado and Eastern Railway 
Company (COE): 

A. at Lincoln, Nebraska (milepost 558.0) to 
(milepost 562.0) a distance of approximately 
4.0 miles. (This authority is joint with OLB 
between mileposts 559.16 and 560.83, see Item 
27, Note). 

25. Enid Central Railway Company, Inc. 
(ENIC): 

A. from North Enid, Oklahoma (milepost 
0.12) to Ponca City, Oklahoma (milepost 54.8). 

+26. Texas North Western Railway 
Company (TNW): 

A. from Hardesty, Oklahoma (milepost 
119.20) to Liberal, Kansas (milepost 152.35) a 
distance of approximately 33.15 miles. 

* Changed. 

Added. 

[FR Doc. 82-32341 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 





Proposed Rules 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing Service 


7 CFR Part 1136. 
[Docket No. AO-309-A24] 


Milk in Great Basin Marketing Area; 
Hearing on Proposed Amendments to 
Tentative Marketing Agreement and 
Order 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Public hearing on proposed 
rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The hearing is being held to 
consider changes in the Great Basin 
Federal milk order that have been 
proposed by a proprietary handler. The 
proponent contends that the changes are 
necessary to accommodate the 
operations of a new plant located in the 
marketing area that will process and 
distribute only ultra high temperature 
pasteurized milk (UHT milk). One 
proposal would amend the pool plant 
definition so that a plant located in the 
marketing area that processes and 
distributes only ultra high temperature 
(UHT) pasteurized milk would be a pool 
plant under the Great Basin order even 
though it may have greater sales in other 
marketing areas. 

A second proposal would allow a 
plant that is exempt from pooling to 
have milk custom-packaged at a pooled 
UHT plant and returned to the exempt 
plant to be used for charitable purposes 
without the exempt plant losing its 
exempt status. A third proposal would 
exclude from the fluid milk definition 
formulas especially prepared for infant 
feeding or dietary use that are packaged 
as UHT products. 
pate: A hearing will be held on 
December 9, 1982. 

ADDRESS: Airport Rodeway Inn, 2080 
West North Temple Avenue, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84116. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maurice M. Martin, Marketing 
Specialist, Dairy Division, Agricultural 
Marketing Service, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, 
(202) 447-7183. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
administrative action is governed by the 
provisions of sections 556 and 557 of 
Title 5 of the United States Code and, 
therefore, is excluded from the 
requirements of Executive Order 12291. 

Notice is hereby given of a public 
hearing to be held at the Airport . 
Rodeway Inn, 2080 West North Temple 
Ave., Salt Lake City, Utah 84116 
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on December 9, 
1982, with respect to proposed 
amendments to the tentative marketing 
agreement and to the order regulating 
the handling of milk in the Great Basin 
marketing area. 

The hearing is called pursuant to the 
provisions of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), and the applicable 
rules of practice and procedure 
governing the formulation of marketing 
agreements and marketing orders (7 CFR 
Part 900). 

The purpose of the hearing is to 
receive evidence with respect to the 
economic and marketing conditions 
which relate to the proposed 
amendments, hereinafter set forth, and 
any appropriate modifications thereof, 
to the tentative marketing agreement 
and to the order. 

Evidence also will be taken to 
determine whether emergency 
marketing conditions exist that would 
warrant omission of a recommended 
decision under the rules of practice and 
procedure (7 CFR 900.12(d)) with respect 
to Proposal No. 1. 

Beginning January 1, 1981, actions 
under the Federal milk order program 
became subject to the “Regulatory 
Flexibility Act” (Pub. L. 96-354). This act 
seeks to ensure that, within the statutory 
authority of a program, the regulatory 
and informational requirements are 
tailored to the size and nature of small 
businesses. For the purpose of the 
Federal order program, a small business 
will be considered as one which is 
independently owned and operated and 
which is not dominant in its field of 
operation. Most parties subject to a milk 
order are considered as a small 
business. Accordingly, interested parties 
are invited to present evidence on the 
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probable regulatory and informational 
impact of the hearing proposals on small 
businesses. Also, parties may suggest 
modifications of the proposal for the 
purpose of tailoring their applicability to 
small businesses. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1136 


Milk marketing orders, Milk, Dairy 
products. 

The proposed amendments, set forth 
below, have not received the approval 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 


Proposed by Gossner Foods, Inc. 
Proposal No. 1 


In § 1136.7, redesignate the present 
paragraph (c) as paragraph (d) and add 
a new paragraph (c) to read as follows: 


§ 1136.7 Pool plant. 


aa * * * * 


(c) A fluid milk plant that meets the 
following conditions: 

(1) The plant is located in the 
marketing area; 

(2) The plant has route disposition, 
except filled milk, during any month of 
September through February of not less 
than 50 percent, during any month of 
March and April of not less than 45 
percent and during any month of May 
through August of not less than 40 
percent, of the fluid milk products, 
except filled milk, approved by a duly 
constituted health authority for fluid 
consumption that are physically 
received at such plant (excluding milk 
received at such plant from other order 
plants or dairy farms which is classified 
in Class III under this order and which is 
subject to the pricing and pooling 
provisions of another order issued 
pursuant to the Act) or diverted 
therefrom as producer milk to a nonpool 
plant pursuant to § 1136.13, and 

(3) The principal activity of such plant 
is the processing and distribution of 
aseptically processed fluid milk 
products. 

(d) The term “pool plant” shall not 
apply to the following plants: 

(1) A producer-handler plant; 

(2) An exempt plant; and 

(3) Any plant described in paragraph 
(d)(3) (i) or (ii) of this section shall be 
exempt from paragraph (a) or (b) of this 
section, unless the Secretary determines 
otherwise, if it would be fully regulated 
subject to the classification and pooling 
provisions of another order issued 
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pursuant to the Act if not so subject to 
this part: 

(i) Any plant from which there is less 
route disposition, except filled milk, in 
the Great Basin marketing area than in 
the marketing area regulated pursuant to 
such other order if not so subject to this 
part; or 

(ii) Any plant during the months of 
February throuh July which qualifies as 
a pool plant only pursuant to the proviso 
of paragraph (b) of this section. 


Proposal No. 2 
Revise § 1136.8(e) to read as follows: 
§ 1136.8 Nonpool plant. 


(e) “Exempt plant” means a 
governmental agency, Brigham Young 
University or any approved plant from 
which the total route disposition is to 
individuals or institutions for charitable 
purposes and is without remunerations 
from such individuals or institutions 
including diversion by such exempt 
plant of part of its normal milk supply to 
a plant for aseptic processing, under a 
processing contract, and returned to the 
exempt plant after processing for use for 
the above stated purposes. 

Add a new § 1136.12(b)(4) to read as 
follows: 

§ 1136.12 Producer 


* * * * * 


(b) *x*ek 

(4) Any person with respect to milk 
produced by him for supply to an 
exempt plant. 


Proposal No. 3 


Revise § 1136.15(b)(1) to read as 
follows: 
§ 11.36.15 Fluid milk product. 


* + * * * 


(b) ek * 

(1) Evaporated or condensed milk 
(plain or sweetened), evaporated or 
condensed skim milk (plain or 
sweetened), formulas especially 
prepared for infant feeding or dietary 
use that are packaged hermetically 
sealed containers, any product that 
contains by weight less than 6.5 percent 
nonfat milk solids, and whey; and 


* * * * * 


Proposed by the Dairy Division, 
Agricultural Marketing Service 


Proposal No. 4 


Make such changes as may be 
necessary to make the entire marketing 
agreement and the order conform with 
any amendments thereto that may result 
from this hearing. 

Copies of this notice of hearing and 
the order may be procured from the 
market administrator, B. J. Deaver, P.O. 


Box 440860, Aurora, Colorado 80044 or 
from the Hearing Clerk, Room 1077, 
South Building, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
D.C. 20250 or may be there inspected. 

From the time a hearing notice is 
issued and until the issuance of a final 
decision in a proceeding, Department 
employees involved in the decisional 
process are prohibited from discussing 
the merits of the hearing issues on an ex 
parte basis with any person having an 
interest in the proceeding. For this 
particular proceeding the prohibition 
applies to employees in the following 
organizational units: 

Office of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Office of the Administrator, Agricultural 
Marketing Service. 

Office of the General Counsel. 

Dairy Division, Agricultural Marketing 
Service (Washington Office only). 

Office of the Market Administrator, Great 
Basin marketing area. 


Procedural matters are not subject to 
the above prohibition and may be 
discussed at any time. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., on November 
19, 1982. 

William T. Manley, 

Deputy Administrator, Marketing Program 
Operations. 

[FR Doc. 82-32478 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
11 CFR Part 114 
[Notice 1982-9] 


Trade Association Solicitation 
Authorization 


AGENCY: Federal Election Commission. 
ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Commission requests 
comments on proposed rules revising 
the solicitation authorization which a 
trade association must obtain prior to 
soliciting the corporate members’ 
stockholders and executives and 
administrative personnel as presently 
required at 11 CFR 114.8(c) and (d). The 
revision would cause a solicitation 
authorization to be valid through the 
calendar year for which it is designated 
by the corporation and would delete the 
present requirement that a separate 
authorization must be obtained in the 
calendar year during which the trade 
association is to solicit. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before December 30, 1982. 

ADDRESS: Susan E. Propper, Assistant 
General Counsel, 1325 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20463. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan E. Propper, Assistant General 
Counsel, 1325 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C: 20463, (202) 523-4143 
or (800) 424-9530. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: During 
the Commission’s discussion of 
Advisory Opinion 1982-54, the issue 
was raised as to whether or not 2 U.S.C. 
441b(b)(4)(D) requires a trade 
association to obtain the requisite 
solicitation authorization from their 
corporate members in the same year for 
which it is to be applicable, or may it be 
obtained prior to that designated 
calendar year? A similar question 
regarding this issue was raised at a 
subsequent meeting when the revisions 
to 11 CFR 114.3 and 14.4 were being 
considered by the Commission. 

As a result of the questions posed at 
those meetings, the Commission is 
requesting comments on proposed 
revisions to the rules which govern the 
time when the solicitation authorization 
must be issued by the corporate member 
and received by the trade association. 
The proposed rules would change the 
present rules and would permit a 
corporation to grant the authorization 
and the trade association to receive the 
authorization prior to the calendar year 
for which it is designated. The 
Commission seeks comments regarding 
the effects of such changes. 

The Commission notes that this 
proposed revision is intended to address 
a specific aspect of Section 114.8. While 
there may be other issues that could be 
raised with respect to the section, it is 
the Commission’s intention to limit this 
proposed rulemaking to the single issue 
covered. 


List of Subjects in 11 CFR Part 114 


Business and industry, Elections. 


PART 114—[ AMENDED] 


It is proposed to amend 11 CFR 114.8 
by revising (c)(2) and (d)(4) to read as 
follows: 


§ 114.8 Trade associations. 


* * * * * 


(c) ** * 

(2) The member corporation has not 
approved a solicitation by any other 
trade association for the same calendar 
year. 


* * * * * 


(d) eee 

(4) A separate authorization 
specifically allowing a trade association 
to solicit its corporate member's 
stockholders, and executive or 
administrative personnel applies 
through the calendar year for which it is 
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designated. A separate authorization by 
the corporate member must be 
designated for each year during which 
the solicitation is to occur. This 
authorization may be requested or 
received prior to the calendar year in 
which the solicitation is to occur. 


- * * * * 


Certification of No Effect Pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 605(b) (Regulatory Flexibility 
Act) 


I certify that the attached proposed 
rules will not, if promulgated, have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
basis for this certification is that no 
entity is required to make any 
expenditures under the proposed rules. 


Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Danny L. McDonald, 
Vice Chairman, Federal Election 
Commission. 
[FR Doc. 82-32287 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6715-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 21 
[Docket No. 23401, Notice No. SC-82—-4—CE]} 


Special Conditions; New Zealand 
Aerospace Industries, Ltd., Model 
Cresco Airplane 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed special 
conditions. 


SUMMARY: This notice proposes Special 
Conditions for the Aerospace Industries, 
Ltd. Model Cresco airplane. The 
airplane will have novel or unusual 
design features associated with a turbo 
propellor installation on a single-engine 
airplane for which the applicable 
airworthiness regulations do not contain 
adequate or appropriate safety 
standards. This notice contains the 
additional safety standards which the 
Administrator finds necessary to 
establish a level of safety equivalent to 
that established in the regulations 
applicable to the Model Cresco airplane. 
DATES: Comments must be received by 
January 2, 1983. 

AppRESS: Comments on this proposal 
may be mailed or delivered in duplicate 
to: Federal Aviation Administration, 
Office of the Regional Counsel, ACE-7, 
Attn: Rules Docket Clerk, Docket No. 
23401, Room 1558, 601 E. 12th Street, 
Kansas City, MO 64106. All comments 
must be marked: Docket No. 23401. 


Comments may be inspected in the 
Docket File between 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 
p-m. on weekdays, except Federal 
holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William L. Olson, Aerospace Engineer, 
Regulations and Policy Office, Room 
1656, Federal Office Building, 601 E. 12th 
Street, Kansas City, MO 64106, 
Telephone (816) 374-5688. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of these 
special conditions by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. Communications 
should identify the regulatory docket or 
notice number and be submitted in 
duplicate to the address specified 
above. All communications received on 
or before the closing date for documents 
specified above will be considered by 
the Administrator before taking action 
on these proposais. The proposals 
contained in this notice may be changed 
based on comments received. All 
comments submitted will be available 
both before and after the closing date in 
the Rules Docket for examination by 
interested persons. 


Type Certification Basis 


The applicable airworthiness 
standards for import products are those 
regulations designated in accordance 
with § 21.29 and are known as the “type 
certification basis” for the airplane 
design. The certification basis for the 
Aerospace Industries, Ltd. Model Cresco 
airplane is as follows: Part 23 of the 
FAR, effective February 1, 1965 through 
Amendment 23-23, effective December 
1, 1978; Part 36 of the FAR, effective 
December 1, 1969 through Amendment 
36-9; SFAR 27, effective February 1, 1974 
through Amendment 27-3; and any other 
Special Conditions which may result 
from this proposal. 

Special Conditions may be issued, and 
amended, as necessary, as a part of the 
type certification basis if the 
Administrator finds that the 
airworthiness standards designated in 
accordance with § 21.17(a)(1) do not 
contain adequate or appropirate safety 
standards because of novel or unusual 
design features. Special Conditions, as 
appropriate, are issued in accordance 
with §§ 21.16 and 21.101(b){2), and 
become part of the type certification 
basis in accordance with § 21.17(a)(2). 


Background 


On May 29, 1978, New Zealand 
Aerospace Industries, Ltd. (NZAI) filed 
an application for a U.S. type certificate 
for its Model Cresco airplane under 
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§ 21.29 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR) in accordance with 
the airworthiness requirements of Part 
23 of the FAR. Since the type certificate 
was not issued within the three-year 
time limit set by FAR 21.17(b), the 
applicant requested an extension to the 
original application under § 21.17{c)(2) 
of the FAR and recommended December 
18, 1979, as the new date of effectivity 
for applicable airworthiness 
requirements. The Honolulu Aircraft 
Certification Field Office granted the 
time extension. The New Zealand Civil 
Aviation Division (CAD) was advised 
that the certification basis will be 
revised to reflect additional FAR 23 
requirements. 

The Model Cresco is a small single 
engine airplane of conventional metal 
construction with maximum weights of 
6,450 pounds (normal) and 7,000 pounds 
(agricultural use). It is powered by an 
Avco Lycoming LTPO 101 turbine engine 
rated at 600 shp and equipped with an 
Hartzell three-bladed propeller. The 
turbopropeller engine is mounted on a 
long mount forward of the fuselage. 
While dynamic loads imposed on 
aircraft structure by such turbopropeller 
installations were considered when the 
regulations were promulgated in 1969 
(Amendment 23-7), single engine 
installations were not envisioned. 

The Special Conditions contain the 
standards which the Administrator fin 's 
necessary to establish a level of safety 
equivalent to that established in the 
regulations. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 21 
Aviation safety, Aircraft, Safety. 
The Proposed Special Conditions 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administator 
proposes the following Special 
Conditions for the Areospace Industries, 
Ltd., Model Cresco airplane. 


Dynamic Evaluation, Engine Installation 


In addition to the requirements in 
§ 23.629 of the FAR, the dynamic 
evaluation of the airplane must include: 

1. Whirlmode degree of freedom 
which takes into account the stability of 
the plane of rotation of the propeller and 
significant elastic, inertial, and 
aerodynamic forces, and 

2. Engine-propeller-engine mount 
stiffness and damping variations 
appropriate to the particular 
configuration. 
(Secs. 313(a), 601, and 603, Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1354, 1421, 
and 1423); Sec. 6(c), Department of 
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Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 1655(c)); and 14 
CFR 11.28 and 11.29(b)) 
Issued in Kansas City, MO, on November 
15, 1982. 
Murray E. Smith, 
Director, Central Region. 
[FR Doc. 82-32324 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

17 CFR Part 240 

[Release No. 33-6435; 34-19245; IC-12824] 
Purchases of Equity Securities by 
issuers 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 


ACTION: Withdrawal of proposed rules. 


suMMARY: The Securities and Exchange 
Commission is withdrawing a proposed 
rule that would have regulated issuer 
repurchases of its common and 
preferred stock by imposing limitations 
on the time, price and volume of such 
purchases and the number of brokers 
and dealers that could be used to effect 
such purchases. The Commission has 
determined that mandatory regulation of 
such transaction is not necessary. 

DATE: November 17, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John B. Manning, Jr., Esq [202-272-2874] 
or Mary Chamberlin, Esq. [202-272- 
2848], Office of Legal Policy and Trading 
Practices, Division of Market Regulation, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 5th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20549. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
today announced the withdrawal of 
proposed Rule 13e-2 under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Act”). 
The rule would have regulated 
purchases by an issuer and certain 
related persons of the issuer’s common 
and preferred stock. Rule 13e-2 most 
recently was published for comment in 
1980. ! 

Rule 13e-2 weuld have imposed 
restrictions on issuer repurchases 
intended to prevent market 
manipulation. These restrictions would 
have limited the time, price and volume 
of such purchases and the number of 
brokers or dealers that could be used on 
a single day to solicit purchases. It also 
would have imposed specific disclosure 


Securities Exchange Act Release No. 17222 
(October 17, 1980), 45 FR 70890 (1980). The rule 
previously was published for comment in 1970 and 
in 1973. Securities Exchange Act Release Nos. 8930 
(July 13, 1970), 35 FR 11410 (1970) and 10539 
(December 6, 1973), 38 FR 34341 (1973). 


requirements in connection with issuer 
repurchase programs. 

The Commission has determined that 
mandatory regulation of such 
transactions is not necessary, and, 
accordingly, has withdrawn proposed 
Rule 13e-2. In light of the possible 
application of the anti-manipulative 
prohibitions in Sections 9{a)(2) and 10({b) 
of the Act (and Rule 10b-5 thereunder) 
to an issuer's purchases of its securities, 
the Commission has, however, adopted 
today in a separate release on optional 
“safe harbor” with respect to such 
transactions.” Under new Rule 10b-18, 
the issuer and certain persons related to 
the issuer will not incur liability under 
the anti-manipulative provisions of the 
Act if purchases are effected in 
accordance with the limitations 
contained in the safe harbor. 

These conditions are substantially 
similar to the restrictions proposed in 
Rule 13e—2 which would have been 
imposed on a mandatory basis. The 
Commission also has adopted 
amendments to Rule 10b-6 which 
eliminate the Commission’s current 
program of regulating issuer repurchases 
under that rule.* 


By the Commission. 
George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 
November 17, 1982. 
{FR Doc. 82-32364 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


17 CFR Part 240 
[Release No. 34-19246 File No. S7-952] 


Application of Rule 13e-4 to a Certain 
Type of issuer Tender Offer 


AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

ACTION: Proposed rule amendment and 
solicitation of public comments. 


SUMMARY: The Commission is proposing 
for adoption amendments to Rule 13e—4 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, which regulates cash tender offers 
and exchange offers by issuers for their 
equity securities. The amendments 
would except from the application of the 
Rule tender offers by issuers to purchase 
shares from their security holders who 
own a specified number of shares that is 
less than one hundred. The Commission 
is of the view that these tender offers 
generally do not present the potential 
for fraud or manipulative abuse 
addressed by the Rule. 


* Release NOs. 33-6434, 34-19244, IC-12823 
(November 17, 1982). 
37d. 
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DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before January 17, 1983. : 


‘ADDRESSES: Interested persons should 
submit three cop‘es of their comments to 
George A. Fitzsimmons, Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Room 6184, 450 Fifth Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20549 and should refer 
to File No. S7-952. All submissions will 
be made available for public inspection 
at the Commission's Public Reference 
Section, Room 1024, 450 Fifth Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John B. Manning, Jr. (202-272-2874); 
Kenneth B. Orenbach (202-272-7391) or 
Allyn C. Shephard (202-272-2828), 
Office of Legal Policy and Trading 
Practices, Divisiion of Market 
Regulation, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 500 North Capitol Street, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Background 


In August 1979, the Commission 
adopted Rule 13e-4 (the “Rule”) and 
related Schedule 13E-4, which regulate 
cash tender offers and exchange offers 
by issuers for their equity securities. 
The Rule and Schedule are patterned 
substantially on the reuglatory scheme 
established by Sections 14({d) and 14(e) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(the “Act”) and the rules promulgated 
thereunder relating to third party tender 
offers.” 

One type of issuer tender offer is an 
offer to purchase that is limited to 
security holders who own a specified 
number of shares that is less than one 
hundred (“Odd-lot Offers”). Generally, 
the purpose of an Odd-lot Offer is to 
reduce the high cost to the issuer of 
servicing disproportionately large 
numbers of small shareholder accounts 
and to enable the shareholders to 
dispose of their securities without 
incurring high brokerage fees. Because 
the savings realized from such offers 
also benefit the issuer's remaining 
shareholders, the Commission is of the 
view that Odd-lot Offers do not 
unreasonably discriminate among an 
issuer's security holders.* Such offers 


' See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 16112 
(August 16, 1979), 44 FR 49406 (“Adopting Release”). 
The Rule was proposed for public comment in 
Securities Exchange Act Release No. 14234 
(December 8, 1977), 42 FR 63066. 

? See Rules 14d-1 through 14d-9 and 14e-1 
through 14e-3, 17 CFR 240.14d-1- 14d-9 and 
240.14e-1 — 14e-3. 

3 As proposed, paragraphs (b)(4) and (b)(7) of the 
Rule would have expressly permitted issuers to. 
make tender offers limited to odd-lot holders and to 
base the consideration to be paid to such holders on 
a uniform formula. These provisions, however, were 
not adopted. See Adopting Release at 44 FR 49408. 
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usually are priced on a formula basis 4 
or are made at a small premium above 
the market price. In light of their limited 
purpose and the fact that thay are not 
characterized by large premiums or 
significant market impact, the majority 
of Odd-lot Offers present minimal 
potential for fraud and manipulation. 

Before the Rule was adopted, certain 
issuer tender offers, including Odd-lot 
Offers, were regulated indirectly 
pursuant to Rule 10b-6 under the Act.5 
Under the Rule, the Commission initially 
declined to grant exemptions to permit 
issuers to make such offers without 
complying with all of the Rule’s 
provisions, in order to gain experience 
with the operation of the Rule and to 
evaluate its impact on Odd-lot Offers. 
Many issuers took exception to that 
position, stating that the costs 
associated with preparing and filing a 
Schedule 13E-4 * and disseminating the 
required information to holders of odd- 
lots outweighed the econimic benefits to 
be gained from reducing their small 
shareholder accounts. Consequently, 
they indicated, compliance with all 
provisions of the Rule rendered Odd-lot 
Offers economically unfeasible. In light 
of these concerns, the Commission 
subsequently modified its position and 
began to exempt Odd-lot Offers from the 
filing and dissemination requirements of 
the Rule.” 


*E.g., the market price of the subject security on 
the day on which shares are tendered to or received 
by the issuer. 

5 Rule 10b-6, 17 CFR 240.10b-6, is an anti- 
manipulative rule that, among other things, prohibits 
any participant in a distribution of securities from 
bidding for or purchasing the securities which are 
the subject of the distribution, or any “right to 
purchase” such securities, until such person has 
completed his participation in the distribution. An 
issuer has historically been deemed to be engaged 
in a distribution of a security for purposes of Rule 
10b-6 if the issuer has outstanding securities which 
are immediately convertible into or exchangeable 
for that security. 

If the issuer was deemed to be engaged in a 
“technical” distribution of the securities for which a 
tender offer was to be made, it was required to 
obtain an exemption from the provisions of Rule 
10b-6 prior to commencing its offer. An exemption 
from that Rule was routinely granted to permit an 
issuer to make such a tender offer, provided that the 
issuer complied with certain terms and conditions 
that were substantially similar to the requirements 
of Sections 14(d)(5)-(7) of the Act applicable to third 
party tender offers. See, e.g., Cummins Engine 
Company, Inc. (July 10, 1969); Central Securities 
Corporation (September 29, 1978); Bobby Brooks, 
Inc. (October 11, 1978); and Tandy Corporation 
(June 29, 1979}. 

The Commission has issued a release announcing 
the adoption of an amendment to Rule 10b-6 that 
will eliminate the applicability of the Rule during 
“technical distributions”. See Release Nos. 33-6434, 
34~19244, IC-12823 (November 17, 1982). 

® This Schedule requires an issuer making a 
tender offer to disclose certain information about 
itself and its securities and the purpose of the offer. 

7 Paragraph (c) of the Rule requires that the issuer 
making a tender offer file with the Commission ten 


Although exemptions from the Rule 
regularly are granted to permit issuers to 
make Odd-lot Offers without complying 
with the fig and dissemination 
requirements of the Rule,* the 
Commission in the majority of cases had 
continued to require that such offers 
comply with the substantive provisions 
of the Rule.® These provisions, contained 
generally in paragraph (f), require an 
issuer, among other things, to leave a 
tender offer open for a minimum period 
of time;** to grant to tendering security 
holders certain withdrawal rights; to 
pay any increase in consideration to 
holders whose securities have already 
been accepted for payment; ?? and to 
refrain from purchasing the security that 
is the subject of the tender offer and 


copies of a Schedule 13E-4 in connection with its 
offer, while paragraph (d)(1)(iv) requires 
dissemination to all eligible participants of the 
information contained in the Schedule or a fair and 
adequate summary thereof. The first exemption 
from these provisions of the Rule was granted in 
Allen Organ Company (March 28, 1980}. 

To ensure that the potential for fraud or 
manipulation remained slight, exemptions from the 
Rule initially were limited to situations in which 
odd-lot holders of record owned two percent or less 
of the outstanding shares of the subject security. 
See, e.g., James Dole Corporation (April 7, 1980); 
Dresser Industries, Inc. (August 1, 1980}; and 
Hawaiian Airlines, Inc. (Sepatember 9, 1980). This 
position later was odified to permit Odd-lot Offers 
to be made regardless of the amount of securities 
held by odd-lot holders, on the condition that no 
more than five percent of the ou tstan iding shares of 
the subject security was accepted for payment by 
the issuer pursuant to the Odd-lot Offer. See, e.g., 
Guaranty ; Corporation {October 30, 1980}: Reichhold 
Chemicais, Inc. (December 29, 1980); and Nobility 
Homes, Inc. (June 30, 1981). The Commission has 
continued to grant exemptions from the Rule subject 
to this five percent limitation 

8 in addition to a five percent limit on the number 
of shares to be purchased, the staff has required 
that an issuer making an Odd-lot Offe sr exempted 
from the Rule disseminate to shareholders a letter 
containing the following information: 

a. The terms and purpose of the Odd-lot Offer; 

b. instructions for obtaining, at the issuer's 
expense, the information required by paragraph 
(d}(1){iv) of the Rule; and 

c. a letter of transmittal pursuant to which odd-lot 
holders may tender their securities. 

* Under certain circumstances involving out-of-the 
ordinary transactions, the Commission hes on 
occasion granted exemptions fron visions of the 
Rule other than paragraphs (c) and {d)(1 {iv}. See, 
e.g., United Standard and Asset C 
Corporation (July 9, 1981) (exemption from 
paragraph (f)(3) of the Rule to permit acceptance of 
odd-lots in order of size, from the smallest to the 
largest); Madison Fund, Inc. (November 3, 1980) 
(Odd-lot Offer made to record holders only); 
American Heritage Life Investment Corporation 
(September 2 5, 1980) (participants in issuer's 
employee stock purchase plan not eligible to 
participate in Odd-lot Offer), and Ni: Ine 
(November 14, 1980) (exemption from paragraph 
(f}(6) of the Rule to permit a trustee of an employee 
plan to purchase the subject security during the ten 
business days after termination of two concurrent 
Odd-lot Offers). 

1047 CFR 240.13e-4 (f}{1). 

"17 CFR 240.13e-4 (f)(2). 

'247 CFR 240.13e-4 (f)(4). 
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certain related securities for ten 
business days after termination of the 
tender offer.** The Commission has 
required compliance with these 
substantive provisions in order to 
ensure that Odd-lot Offers are 
conducted in a manner free of any 
deceptive, manipulative or fraudulent 
acts and practices.‘ In addition, Odd-lot 
Offers are subject to the general 
antifraud and anti-manipulative 
provisions of the federal securities 
laws.5 


II. The Proposed Amendment 


The Commission has granted 
exemptions from paragraphs (c) and 
(d)(1)(iv) of the Rule with respect to 
approximately 85 Odd-lot Offers during 
the past 31 months. In light of its 
experience in regulating Odd-lot Offers 
under both Rules 10b-6 and 13e—4 and 
the lack of abusive practices it has 
found in connection with such offers, the 
Commission has determined to propose 
an amendment to the Rule that would 
except from its scope all Odd-lot Offers 
made to record and beneficial holders of 
odd-lots as of a specified date prior to 
the announcement of the offer. The Rule 
as amended would permit issuers to 
make Odd-lot Offers under the above 
conditions without complying with the 
filing and the disclosure requirements 
and substantive provisions of the Rule.*® 
By amending the Rule to except the 
majority of Odd-lot Offers from its 
scope, the Commission seeks to save 
issuers the expense and time associated 
with preparing the filing requests for 
exemptions from the Rule in connection 
with such offers, as well as to conserve 
the Commission’s staff time and 
resources. 

Rule 13e—4 addresses issues and 
potential abuses that normally are 


1317 CFR 240.13e-4 (f)(6). 

The requirement that issuer tender offers be 
free of such acts and practices is contained in 
paragraph (b) of the Rule. 17 CFR 240.13e-4(b) 

* Sections 9{a), 10(b) and 14(e) the Act and 
Section 17(a) of the Securities of 1933 all 
prohibit the use of manipulative or deceptive acts or 
contrivances in connection with various securities 
transactions. 

6 An Odd-let Offer that is not made to beneficial 
as well as to record holders of the odd-lots subject 
to the offer or that does not use a record date for 
determining an odd-lot holder's eligibility to 
participate in the offer would remain subject to all 
the provisions of the Rule. Similarly, in the event an 
Odd-lot Offer is followed by an issuer tender offer 
the Odd-lot Offer might be deemed t6 be part of the 
issuer tender offer and the requirements of the Rule, 
including the best price provisions embodied in 
paragraph (f}(4), might be applicable. The proposed 
amendments to the Rule would not affect the 
application of Section 23{c) of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 and Rule 23c-1 promulgated 
thereunder, 17 CFR 270.23c~-1, to closed-end 
investment companies that purchase for cash any 
securities of which they are the issuer. 
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inapplicable in the context of Odd-lot 
Offers. The primary incentive to tender 
into an Odd-lot Offer appears to be the 
cost savings realized by odd-lot holders 
who are able to dispose of their 
securities without paying the high 
brokerage fees generally charged for 
odd-lot transactions. The specific 
information concerning the issuer 
required to be disclosed by the Rule '” 
therefore is of less consequence to a 
security holder’s decision to tender into 
an Odd-lot Offer than it is in the context 
of a general issuer tender offer. 
Consequently, it appears to be 
unnecessary to impose on such offers 
the mandatory disclosure provisions of 
the Rule. *® 

Odd-lot Offers do not occur in 
contested situations and therefore do 
not exert pressure on security holders to 
act in haste. Because Odd-lot Offers are 
not used by issuers as a defensive tactic 
in response to third party tender offers 
and are unlikely to trigger a competing 
tender offer for the issuer’s securities, 
there is little reason for odd-lot holders 
to withdraw securities previously 
tendered. Nor do odd-lot holders who 
participate in such offers generally 
tender their securities within the 
mandatory withdrawal period provided 
by the Rule.’* Accordingly, there is no 
apparent purpose to be served by 
providing withdrawal rights in 
connection with an Odd-lot Offer.”° 

In addition, because the Commission 
understands that many odd-lot holders 
fail to tender their securities, Odd-lot 
Offers are seldom fully successful in 
eliminating the targeted small 
shareholder accounts. Hence, issuers 
may be expected to keep such offers 
open for an extended period. It is 
therefore unnecessary for the 
Commission by means of the Rule to 
require a minimum duration for an Odd- 
lot Offer or to specify acceptance 
procedures in the extremely unlikely 
event that a given offer both limits the 
number of shares to be accepted and is 


'’ See 17 CFR 240.13e-4(d). 

'®In light of an issuer's affirmative duty under the 
Act and various rules promulgated thereunder to 
disclose material information to its shareholders, as 
well as its own interest in the success of an Odd-lot 
Offer, the Commission expects that each issuer 
making an Odd-lot Offer would continue voluntarily 
to include disclosure provisions similar to those 
currently imposed by the staff pursuant to the 
exemptive process. 

’® Paragraph (f)(2)(i) of the Rule requires that 
withdrawal rights be granted “until the expiration of 
ten business days from the commencement of the 
issuer tender offer.” 17 CFR 240.13e-4(f)(2)(i). 

2° Issuers have stated to the Commission that the 
necessity to provide withdrawal rights may increase 
the administrative costs associated with making an 
Odd-lot Offer, which is counter-productive to their 
purpose in making such offers. 


oversubscribed.” Finally, although the 
proposed amendment would except an 
issuer making an Odd-lot Offer from 
compliance with the provisions of the 
Rule, such issuer would remain fully 
subject to the general antifraud and 
anti-manipulative sections of the federal 
securities laws.” 

In the small number of situations in 
which an issuer has a significant 


percentage of its securities held by odd- © 


lot holders, or in which a given Odd-lot 
Offer is one of the series of steps that, in 
the aggregate, may result in the issuer 
“going private,” an Odd-lot offer may 
constitute a transaction subject to Rule 
13e-3 under the Act.’ To the extent that 
such an offer constitutes a “Rule 13e-3 
transaction,” it will, of course, continue 
to be subject to the filing, disclosure and 
dissemination requirements of Rule 13e- 
3.74 The significant regulatory concerns 
raised by such “going private 
transactions,” however, are not those at 
which Rule 13e-4 is directed. 

Although the proposed amendment to 
the Rule would except Odd-lot Offers 
from its substantive provisions, the 
Commission would retain certain 
important conditions that have been 
applied to such offers pursuant to the 
exemptive process. First, in order to be 
excepted from the Rule, the offer would 
have to be extended to both record and 
beneficial holders of odd-lots of the 


2! The Commission is therefore proposing an 
amendment to paragraph (f)(3)(i) of the Rule to 
delete reference to acceptance procedures in 
connection with an Odd-lot Offer. 

*2 See note 15, supra. 

2317 CFR 240.13e-3. 

** See Rule 13e-3(e) and (f), 17 CFR 240.13e-{e) 
and (f). Paragraph (f)(1) of Rule 13e-3 states that the 
information required to be disclosed to security 
holders pursuant to paragraph (e) of that rule must 
be provided to such holders no later than 20 days 
before the commencement of any purchases that 
would result in a “13e-3 transaction.” Paragraph 
(f)(2) excepts from this 20 day pre-purchase 
dissemination requirement any tender offer subject 
to Regulation 14D (§ 240.14d-1 to 240.14d-101) or to 
the Rule by providing that the means of 
disseminating those offers shall be governed by the 
respective rules. 

By excepting Odd-lot Offers from the Rule, an 
Odd-lot Offer that is also a “13e-3 transaction” 
would become subject to the 20 day pre-purchase 
dissemination requirement of Rule 13e-3(f)(1). 
Commentators are requested to consider whether it 
is appropriate to subject Odd-lot Offers that are 
“13e-3 transactions” to that provision. If such a 
period is considered inappropriate in connection 
with an Odd-lot Offer, commentors should consider 
whether to resolve the issue by adding a provision 
to the proposed amendment to Rule 13e-4 requiring 
that Odd-lot offers that are also “Rule 13e-3 
transactions” be disseminated in compliance with 
paragraph (e) of the Rule or by making a technical 
amendment to paragraph (f)(2) of Rule 13e-3 to 
clarify that an Off-lot Offer specifically excepted 
from the Rule would also be excepted from the pre- 

purchase dissemination provision of paragraph 
(f)(1), provided that it is diseminated in compliance 
with paragraph (e) of Rule 13e-4, as if it were fully 
subject thereto. 
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subject security. This requirement is 
consistent with the Commission’s 
general practice in connection with 
tender offers to prevent unreasonable 
discrimination among holders of the 
class of security subject to the offer. 
Indeed, commentators on the Rule as 
originally proposed presented no 
persuasive justification for permitting 
beneficial holders to be excluded from 
Odd-lot Offers and the Commission in 
regulating such offers generally has 
required that beneficial holders of odd- 
lot be eligible to participate. 
Furthermore, the Commision has found 
that the cost to issuers of maintaining 
accounts of beneficial holders is greater 
than the costs associated with record 
holders accounts.” Since a primary 
purpose of Odd-lot offers is to reduce 
the cost of maintaining small 
shareholders accounts, it is therefore to 
the advantage of issuers and their 
shareholders, as well as consonant with 
the Commission’s approach to tender 
offers in general, for those offers to be 
extended to beneficial holders of Odd- 
lots as well as to record holders. The 
proposed amendment would codify this 
current requirement. 

In addition, the Commission would 
require that issuers making odd-lot 
Offers excepted from the Rule set a 
record date for the purpose of 
determining the eligibility of a security 
holder to participate in the offer. One 
purpose of this provision is to prevent a 
holder of a number of securities in 
excess of the specific odd-lot sought in 
the offer from breaking down those 
holdings into two or more eligible odd- 
lots and tendering them pursuant to the 
Odd-lot offer.?* Acceptance of those 
shares pursuant to the Odd-lot Offer 
would result in added cost to the issuer 
without the realization of the 
corresponding benefit of reducing the 
outstanding number of its small 
accounts, Odd-lot holders also could be 
disadvantaged if such behavior were to 
result in an over-subscription of the 
Odd-lot Offer, causing bona fide old-lot 


*° Among 71 issuers transmitting proxy materials 
to their shareholders, the Commission found that 
the annual cost of sending such materials directly to 
record holders ranged from $.34 to $1.00 per unit, 
while the annual cost of sending proxy materials 
through intermediaries to beneficial holders ranged 
from $1.31 to $2.38 per unit. See Final Report of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission on the 
Practice of Recording the Ownership of Securities 
in the Records of the Issuer in Other than the Name 
of the Beneficial Owner of Such Securities at 24-25 
(Committee Print 1976). 

%6 F.g., if an Odd-lot offer is made to holders of 50 
shares or less, a person holding 150 shares might 
desire to tender three separate 50 share lots into the 
offer. The record date requirement precludes this 
practice. 
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holders to have their securities rejected 
or pro-rated by the issuer. 

An additional concern is that Odd-lot 
Offers left open indefinitely or for an 
extended period of time may establish a 
minimum price for the subject security. 
The record date requirement minimizes 
the pegging effect that may result from 
continuous Odd-lot Offers by limiting 
the number of shares of the subject 
security that are eligible to be purchased 
by the issuer at the offering price.?’ To 
prevent the development of these and 
other manipulative practices and to 
ensure against the potential for fraud in 
connection with Odd-lot Offers, the 
Commission would require the use of a 
record date in Odd-lot Offers excepted 
from the provisions of the Rule.”* 

The amendment that the Commission 
has proposed would contribute to its 
program of responsible deregulation. 
The experience it has gained in 
regulating Odd-lot Offers under Rules 
10b-6 and 13e-4 satisfies the 
Commission that further substantive 
regulation of Odd-lot Offers is 
unnecessary. Accordingly, the 
Commission proposes to remove from 
issuers substantial burdens in an area 
where little abuse or injury to 
shareholders has been demonstrated. At 
the same time, the proposed amendment 
builds into the Rule assurances that 
Odd-lot Offers will continue to be 
conducted in a non-discriminatory 
manner. Moreover, by obviating the 
necessity for issuers to seek exemptions 
in order to conduct Odd-lot Offers, the 
proposed amendment would save 
issuers from an expensive and often 
time-consuming process and conserve 
the Commission's staff resources. In any 
case, issuers would continue to be 
subject to the general antifraud and 
anti-manipulative provisions of the 
securities laws and the rules 
promulgated thereunder in connection 
with their Odd-lot Offers. 

Although the Commission believes 
that revising its regulations of Odd-lot 
Offers would best be achieved by 
amending the Rule as proposed herein, 
commentators are requested to address 
the question whether it would be more 
appropriate simply to codify the 
conditions currently imposed on Odd-lot 
Offers pursuant to the exemptive 
process and thereby preserve the 


7 The possible pegging effect of a continous Odd- 
lot Offer is also minimized by the small percentage 
of shares that generally are held in odd-lots. 

**An issuer that chooses not to use a record date 
in connection with an offer to odd-lot holders would 
not be prohibited from making that offer. Such an 
offer, however, would remain fully subject to the 
Rule and the issuer woud be required either to 
obtain an exemption or to comply fully with all 
provisions of the Rule. 


substantive provisions of the Rule as 
they relate to Odd-lot Offers. 


Ill. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
Considerations 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act, which 
became effective on January 1, 1981, 
imposes new procedural:steps 
applicable to agency rulemaking which 
has a “significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.” *° 
The Chariman of the Commission has 
certified pursuant to the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act that the proposed 
amendment to Rule 13e-4, if adopted, 
will not have.a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities because the amendment excepts 
issuers, in the context, of Odd-lot Offers, 
from the provisions of the Rule, 
including all reporting requirements. 
Specifically, issuers will no longer be 
required to file and disseminate copies 
of a Schedule 13E-4 in connection with 
Odd-lot Offers and it will no longer be 
necessary for them to request 
exemptions from those requirements in 
order to conduct such offers. 


IV. Statutory Basis and Text of Proposed 
Rule Amendment 


Pursuant to Sections 3(b), 9{a)(6), 
10(b), 13e(e), 14(e) and 23(a) of the Act, 
15 U.S.C. 78c(b), 78i(a), 78j(b), 78m{e), 
78n(e)-and 78w(a), the Commission 
proposes to amend § 240.13e(4) in 
Chapter II of Title 17 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations by adding a new 
paragraph (g)(5) to § 240.13e—4 and 
revising paragraph (f)(3)(i) of § <40.13e- 
4. The current paragraph (g)(5) of 
§ 240.13e—4 would be renumbered as 


paragraph (g)(6). 


List of subjects is 17 CFR Part 240 


Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Securities. 

Part 240 of Title 17, Chapter II, of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is proposed 
to be amended as follows: 


PART 240—GENERAL RULES AND 
REGULATIONS, SECURITIES 
EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 


By revising paragraph (f)(3)(i) of 
§ 240.13e-4, redesignating paragraph 


29 Although Section 601(b) of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act defines the term “small entity,” the 
statute permits agencies to formulate their own 
definitions. The Commission has adopted 
definitions of the term small entity for purposes of 
Commission rulemaking in accordance with the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. Those definitions, as 
relevant to this proposed rulemaking, are set forth 
in Rule 0-10, 17 CFR 240.0-10. See Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 18452 (January 28, 1982). 
An issuer is a “small business” or “small 
organization” under Rule 0-10, if the issuer, on the 
last business day of its most recent fiscal year, had 
total assets of $3,000,000 or less. 
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(g)(5) as paragraph (g)(6), and adding a 
new paragraph (g)(5) to § 240.13e-4(g) to 
read as follows: 


§ 240.13e-4 Tender offers by issuers. 


* * * * * 


(f) ** 

(3) *** 

(i) Accepting all securities tendered 
by persons who own, beneficially or of 
record, an aggregate of not more than a 
specified number which is less than one 
hundred shares of such security and 
who tender all their securities, before 
prorating securities tendered by others; 
or 


7 * * * * 


(g) *** 

(5) Offers to purchase from security 
holders who own an aggregate of not 
more than a specified number of shares 
that is less than one hundred, provided 
that the offer is made available to all 
records and beneficial holders who own 
that number of shares as of a specified 
date prior to the announcement of the 
offer. 


* * * * * 


V. Solicitation of Comments 


All interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons desiring to make submissions 
should submit three copies thereof to 
George A. Fitzsimmons, Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 Fifth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20549, not later than January 17, 1983. 
Reference should be made to File No. 
$7-952. All submissions will be made 
available for public inspection at the 
Commission's Public Reference Section, 
Room 1024, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. 


By the Commission. 
George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 
November 17, 1982. 
Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 

I, John S. R. Shad, Chairman of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, hereby 
certify pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b) that the 
proposed amendments to Rule 13e-4 set forth 
in Securities Exchange Act Release No. 34— 
19246, if promulgated, will not have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small issuers. Specifically, issuers 
making a tender offer to holders of odd-lots 
will be excepted from the reporting 
requirements of the rule, including the need 
to file a Schedule 13E-4, and also will be 
relieved of the need to request an exemption 





53402 


from provisions of the rule in order to 
conduct such tender offers. 

John S. R. Shad, 

Chairman. 

November 18, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32400 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Customs Service 


19 CFR Parts 7, 10, 22, 113, 145, 158 
and 191 


Drawback; Proposed Specialized and 
General Provisions 


AGENCY: Customs Service, Treasury. 
ACTION: Notice of extension of time for 
comment. 


SUMMARY: This notice extends the 
period of time within which interested 
members of the public may submit 
written comments with respect to a 
Customs proposal to revise the general 
provisions applicable to all drawback 
claims and specialized provisions 
applicable to specific types of drawback 
claims. A document inviting the public 
to comment on the proposal was 
published in the Federal Register on 
August 26, 1982 (47 FR 37563). 
Comments were to have been received 
on or before November 24, 1982. Several 
requests have been received to extend 
the period for the submission of 
comments claiming that because of the 
complexity of the issues involved, 
additional time is needed to prepare and 
submit thorough comments. Customs 
believes that the requests have merit. 
Accordingly, the period of time for the 
submission of written comments is 
extended to January 21, 1983. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before January 21, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Written comments (preferably 
in triplicate) may be addressed to the 
Commissioner of Customs, Attention: 
Regulations Control Branch, U.S. 
Customs Service, 1301 Constitution 
Avenue NW., Room 2426, Washington, 
D.C. 20229. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
George Steuart, Carriers, Drawback and 
Bonds Division, U.S. Customs Service, 
1301 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20229 (202-566-5856), 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
John P. Simpson, 
Director, Office of 
Regulations and Rulings. 


[FR Doc. 82~32492 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4820-02-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 


21 CFR Part 886 
[Docket No. 82N-0180] 


Proposed Reclassification of Daily 
Wear Spherical Contact Lenses 
Consisting of Rigid Gas Permeable 
Plastic Materials 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is issuing a 
proposed rule which, if adopted, would 
reclassify marketed daily wear spherical 
contact lenses consisting of certain rigid 
gas permeable plastic materials from 
class III (premarket approval) into class 
I (general controls). The proposal is 
based on new information respecting 
these devices. After reviewing any 
public comments received, FDA will 
promulgate a final rule reclassifying 
some or all of the lenses or will 
withdraw the proposed rule. Elsewhere 
in this issue of the Federal Register, FDA 
is publishing a separate proposal to 
reclassify certain marketed daily wear 
optically spherical hydrogel (soft) . 
contact lenses from class II into class I. 
DATE: Comments by December 27, 1982. 
ADDRESS: Written comments may be 
submitted to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maria E. Donawa, National Center for 
Devices and Radiological Health (HFK- 
300), Food and Drug Administration, 
8757 Georgia Ave., Silver Spring, MD 
20910, 301-427-7175. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


A. History of the Proceedings 


On March 2, 1981, the Contact Lens 
Manufacturers Association (CLMA), 
Washington, DC 20006, submitted to 
FDA under section 513(e) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the act) 
(21 U.S.C. 360c(e)) a petition to 
reclassify contact lenses consisting 
principally of rigid plastic materials 
from class III into class II (performance 
standards). FDA thereafter concluded 
that the petition did not meet all the 
requirements of § 860.123 (21 CFR 
860.123) of the regulations governing 
reclassification of medical devices. FDA 
nonetheless determined that CLMA’s 
objective was meritorious and 
tentatively concluded that daily wear 


spherical contact lenses consisting 
principally of rigid plastic materials 
should be reclassified from class III into 
class II. Under section 513(e) of the act 
and § 860.130(b)(1) (21 CFR 
860.130(b)(1)) governing reclassification 
under section 513(e), FDA issued on its 
own initiative a notice of intent to 
initiate a change in the classification of 
such lenses (46 FR 57648; November 24, 
1981). 

Because the agency issued on its own 
intitiative the notice of intent that FDA 
would have been required to issue had 
CLMA’s petition not been inadequate 
(see § 860.130(d)), the agency concluded 
that the petition was moot and so stated 
in the November 24, 1981 notice. 

The notice of intent invited public 
comment regarding any impact that 
reclassification of daily wear spherical 
contact lenses consisting principally of 
rigid plastic materials would have on 
manufacturers or distributors of contact 
lenses, on the costs or prices paid by 
consumers purchasing contact lenses, on 
governmental agencies or geographic 
regions, on whether the rulemaking 
would have significant or adverse 
effects on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. As of October 6, 1982, FDA had 
received 51 comments from 
ophthalmologists, optometrists, and 
contact lens manufacturers concerning 
lenses consisting principally of rigid 
plastic materials. Fifty comments ~ 


_ fevored reclassification into class II and 


are further discussed in section VII of 
this proposal. A comment argued that 
FDA should not reclassify daily wear 
spherical contact lenses made of all 
types of rigid plastic materials because 
the information available to the agency 
does not show that lenses made from all 
types of such materials are safe and 
effective for their intended use. FDA 
agrees with the comment. As discussed 
in section II of this proposal, the daily 
wear spherical contact lenses proposed 
for reclassification include only those 
lenses composed of certain rigid plastic 
materials. 

In addition to the comments received 
on the notice of November 24, FDA also 
received comments on CLMA's petition. 
Two of these comments objected to any 
reclassification of these lenses if there is 
not a pérformance standard in effect. 
FDA has recognized some of these 
comments’ substantive concerns in 
section VI, which invites public 
comment on this proposal. 
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B. The Statutory Scheme 


On may 28, 1976, the Medical Device 
Amendments of 1976 (the amendments) 
(Pub. L. 94-295), amending the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, became 
law. The amendments established a 
comprehensive system for the regulation 
of medical devices intended for human 
use. One provision of the amendments, 
section 513 of the act, establishes three 
categories (classes) of devices, 
depending on the regulatory controls 
needed to provide reasonable assurance 
of any device's safety and effectiveness. 
The three categories are as follows: 
class I, general controls; class II, 
performance standards; class III, 
premarket approval. A device is in class 
1 if the general controls authorized by or 
under the act are sufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device (section 
513(a)(1)(A)(i) of the act; 21 CFR 
860.3(c)(1)). A class II device is a device 
for which general controls by 
themselves are insufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device, for which 
there is sufficient information to 
establish a performance standard to 
provide such assurance, and for which 
“it is therefore necessary to establish 
* * * a performance standard under 
section 514 [21 U.S.C. 360d] to provide 
reasonable assurance of its safety and 
effectiveness” (section 513(a)(1)(B) of 
the act; 21 CFR 860.3(c)(2)). A device is 
in class III if the device cannot be 
classified into class I or class II and if, in 
addition, the device is purported or 
represented to be for a use in supporting 
or sustaining human life or for a use 
which is of substantial importance in 
preventing impairment of human health, 
or if the device presents a potential 
unreasonable risk of illness or injury. 
For a device in class III, premarket 
approval is or will be required in 
accordance with section 515 of the act 
(21 U.S.C. 360e) to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device (section 
513(a)(1)(C) of the act; 21 CFR 
860.3(c)(3)). 

The amendments not only established 
a comprehensive system of device 
regulation, they also changed the 
definition of “device” in section 201(h) 
of the act (21 U.S.C. 321(h)) so that some 
products that previously were “new 
drugs” within the meaning of section 
201(p) of the act upon enactment of the 
amendments became “devices” under 
the revised definition in section 201(h). 

Before passage of the amendments, 
FDA considered certain ophthalmic 
devices to be “new drugs” subject to 
section 505 of the act (21 U.S.C. 355), 


which forbids the marketing of such 
drug unless the agency has approved a 
new drug application (NDA) covering 
the drug, use, and labeling in question. 
To provide for the continuous regulation 
of these products—that is, products that 
previously were regulated as “new 
drugs” but now are defined as 
“devices”—Congress included in the 
amendments special transitional 
provisions (section 520(1) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 360j(1)). The transitional 2 
provisions apply to any product that is a 
device (under the revised definition in 
section 201(h)) and that satisfies one or 
more of six criteria. Under one of these 
criteria (section 520(1)(1)(E)), 


(1) [a]ny device intended for human use— 


(E) which the Secretary in a notice 
published in the Federal Register before the 
enactment date has declared to be a new 
drug subject to section 505 * * * is classified 
in class III unless the Secretary in response to 
a petition [for reclassification] * * * has 
classified such device in class I or II. 


The transitional provisions further 
provide in section 520(1)(3)(D)(i): 

(3) * 2 

(D)(i) * * * [A] device which is described 
in subparagraph * * * (E)* * * of paragraph 
(1) and which is in class III is required, unless 
exempt under subsection (g) [which governs 
device investigations] of this section, to have 
on and after sixty days after the enactment 
date in effect an approved application under 
section 515. : 


The provisions quoted above 
specifically provide that any device 
which FDA, by notice published-in the 
Federal Register before enactment of the 
amendments, declared to be a “new 
drug” subject to section 505 of the act, is 
now classified in class III and, as such, 
is required either to have an approved 
premarket approval application (PMA) 
under section 515 of the act, or an 
investigational device exemption from 
such approval as provided for by section 
520(g) of the act, unless the device has 
been reclassified by FDA into class I or 
II. Section 501(f)(1)(C) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 351(f)(1)(C)) provides in relevant 
part that a device shall be deemed to be 
adulterated: 


(f)(1) If it is a class Il] device—(C) which 
was Classified under section 520(1) into class 
Ill, which under such section is required to 
have in effect an approved application under 
section 515, and which does not have such an 
application in effect. 


Thus, any transitional device that 
does not have the required approved 
PMA is adulterated and is, therefore, 
prohibited from interstate commerce 
under section 301(a) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
331(a)). 


In a notice published in the Federal 
Register of September 30, 1975 (40 FR 
44844), FDA declared that all soft 
contact lenses, defined as all contact 
lenses consisting of polymers other than 
polymethyl-methacrylate (PMMA), e.g., 
cellulose acetate butyrate (CAB), 
polycarbonate, silicone, and 
hydroxyethylmethacrylate (HEMA), 
were “new drugs” subject to premarket 
clearance under section 505 of the act. 
The notice, which also included a 
proposed regulation to codify this 
position, states that since the 
introduction of soft contact lenses in the 
1960's FDA has regarded all contact 
lenses made from non-PMMA materials 
as “new drugs,” and explains that the 
agency’s decision to regulate them under 
section 505 

* * * was based on a recognition that new 
plastic materials that had not been shown to 
be safe or effective for use were being 
introduced for use in the manufacture of 
contact lenses. The introduction of these new 
materials led to new lens design and use, 
new manufacturing methods, and new 
methods for lens care. The Food and Drug 
Administration is concerned that the use of 
these contact lenses may result in serious eye 
damage if the new material of which they are 
composed is unsafe for use in the eye, if the 
user cannot feasibly care for the lenses, or if 
the highly complex procedures for the 
manufacture of these lenses are not carefully 
controlled to assure a product of uniform 
quality. 

The notice went on to- describe the 
types of studies that FDA concluded 
sponsors need to conduct to determine 
the safety of soft contact lenses and the 
factors that need to be taken into 
account to assess the adequacy of the 
procedures for manufacturing such 
lenses (see 40 FR at 44845; September 
30, 1975). 

As a result of the 1975 declaration and 
proposal, under the transitional 
provisions discussed above, non-PMMA 
contact lenses on the date of the 
amendments were automatically 
classified into class III without need for 
regulations or other action on the part of 
the agency. Nonetheless, in a notice 
published in the Federal Register of 
December 16, 1977 (42 FR 63472) (the 
transitional notice), FDA provided all 
interested persons further notice that 
various generic types of devices, 
including soft contact lenses, were class 
Ill devices subject to the premarket 
approval requirements of section 515 of 
the act. In addition, FDA affirmed the 
class III status of soft contact lenses in a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of January 13, 1978 (43 FR 1966). The 
January 13, 1978 notice, which withdrew 
the 1975 proposed regulation but did not 
affect its declaration, stated: 
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Those [contact lenses] that do not consist 
entirely of [PMMA] are * * * subject to the 
transitional provisions of section 520{1) * * * 
and therefore may not be commercially 
distributed without premarket approval. 


C. The Legal Standard Governing 
Reclassification Under Section 513(e) 

Section 513(e) of the act authorizes 
FDA to reclassify a device based on 
“new information” respecting the 
device. The term “new information” 
comprehends information developed as 
a result of a reevaluation of the data 
before the agency when a device was 
classified, as well as information not . 
presented, not available, or not 
developed at that time. See, e.g., 
Holland-Rantos v. United States 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, 587 F.2d 1173, 1174, n. 1 (D.C. 
Cir. 1978); Upjohn v. Finch, 422 F.2d 944 
(6th Cir. 1970); Bell v. Goddard, 366 F.2d 
177 (7th Cir. 1966). In each of the cited 
cases, FDA had taken final action to 
withdraw approval of a marketing 
permit, rather than to effect a change 
that would relieve manufacturers of the 

- obligation to obtain such a permit, as the 
proposal would do here. But the basis 
for both types of actions is the same, 
namely, a reevaluation made in light of 
changes in “medical science.” Upjohn v. 
Finch, supra, 422 F.2d at 951. The agency 
believes, therefore, that the act permits 
a reevaluation based on such changes to 
support reclassification of a device, 
whether from class III into class I (or 
class II), class II into class I (or class III), 
or class I into class II (or class III). 

The “new information” on which any 
reclassification is based is required to 
consist of “valid scientific evidence,” as 
defined in section 513(a)(3) of the act 
and § 860.7(c) of the regulations. As 
specified in § 860.7(c)(1), FDA relies 
upon only such evidence to determine 
whether there is reasonable assurance 
that a device is safe and effective. For 
the purposes of reclassification, the 
valid scientific evidence upon which the 
agency relies is required to be publicly 
available, i.e., may not be based on 
trade secret or confidential commercial 
information in PMA’'s (section 520(c) of 
the act), or on the detailed summaries of 
information réspecting the safety and 
effectiveness of devices for which there 
are approved PMA’s (section 520(h)(3) of 
the act). FDA is required to make these 
summaries available to the public upon 
issuance of orders approving PMA's 
(section 520(h)(1) of the act). 

To reclassify a device under section 
513(e) of the act, the statute and the 
regulations require that the new, 
publicly available, valid scientific 
evidence of safety and effectiveness 
show (1) why the device should not 
remain in its present classification and 


(2) that the proposed reclassifigation 
will provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device. In 
the case of a device classified in class III 
and proposed for reclassification into 
class I, the statute and the regulations 
require such evidence of safety and 
effectiveness to show (1) why the device 
should not remain in class III and (2) 
that general controls will provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device. 

Based on a careful review of new, 
publicly available, valid scientific 
evidence, FDA has tentatively 
concluded that daily wear spherical 
contact lenses consisting of certain rigid 
gas permeable plastic materials should 
be reclassified into class I (general 
controis). In FDA’s judgment, the 
information discussed in this preamble 
shows that the devices are safe and 
effective for their intended use, and FDA 
believes that the general controls 
provisions of the act are sufficient to 


‘ provide reasonable assurance of the 


safety and effectiveness of the lenses. 
The decision to propose reclassification 


‘into class I, rather than class II once a 


performance standard is in effect, is 


- based on FDA’s belief that although 


sufficient information exists to establish 
a standard to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of daily wear spherical 
contact lenses consisting of certain rigid 
gas permeable plastic materials, there is 
no need to establish a performance 
standard to provide such assurance. 


II. Identification of the Device 


For the purpose of reclassification, 
FDA is identifying this generic type of 
device as a daily wear spherical contact 
lens consisting of rigid gas permeable 
plastic materials. Such a lens is 
indicated for daily wear for the 
correction of myopia, hyperopia, or 
aphakia. Because the requisite publicly 
available safety and effectiveness data 
that FDA may use as the basis for 
reclassification apply only to a contact 
lens composed of a limited number of 
materials, a lens subject to this proposal 
is composed only of the following: (1) 
Cellulose acetate butyrate (CAB); or (2) 
Polyacrylate-silicone. 

This proposal applies to any daily 
wear spherical contact lens that is made 
of the materials listed above and that 
has received premarket approval, and 
any contact lens FDA determines to be 
substantially equivalent to such 
approved lenses. 

Contact lenses composed of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone are characterized 
as chemically and physically stable 
under the conditions of their intended 
use, optically clear, nontoxic, and 
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nonallergenic. Such lenses do not 
support bacterial growth and are 
generally benign to corneal tissue. They 
provide gas permeability, wettability, or 
tear pumping action to ensure healthy 
maintenance of corneal tissue. There 
generally is no significant leaching of 
substances from contact lenses 
composed of CAB or polyacrylate- 
silicone. Those leachables present are of 
minimum concentration and are 
nontoxic and nonirritating. 

Rigid lenses consisting of cross-linked 
PMMA are not included in this proposal 
because FDA has tentatively concluded 
that such lenses are PMMA lenses 
within the meaning of the 1975 proposal, 
and therefore do not require premarket 
approval. When FDA issued that 
proposal, certain lenses that were 
thought to consist entirely of PMMA, 
and which FDA regulated as devices 
rather than new drugs, actually were not 
pure PMMA. Such lenses consisted of 
PMMA and several ingredients (Refs. 1 
and 2), including catalysts (e.g., 
benzoylperoxide), cross-linking agents, 
comonomers, or chain transfer agents. 

In the 1978 notice that withdrew the 
1975 proposal, FDA stated: 

The Commissioner of Food and Drugs 
recognizes that issues may arise as to 
whether particular contact lenses would have 
been regarded as devices or as new drugs 
before the Medical Device Amendments. 
These issues are relevant in determining 
whether particular contact lenses are subject 
to premarket approval by virtue of the 
transitional provisions. The Commissioner 
believes that such issues, if they arise, should 
be addressed on a case-by-case basis or in 
the future regulations classifying contact 
lenses that are not subject to the transitional 
provisions (43 FR 1966). 


FDA cautions that, except for cross- 
linked PMMA lenses that FDA 
determines are substantially equivalent 
to PMMA lenses, cross-linked PMMA 
lenses remain in class III and may not 
be distributed in commerce without 
premarket approval. In at least one case, 
FDA already has determined that a 
cross-linked PMMA lens is substantially 
equivalent to a PMMA lens (Ref. 3). For 


' the purpose of determining whether 


cross-linked PMMA lenses in general 
should be regarded as PMMA lenses, 
FDA will issue a Federal Register notice 
reopening the administrative record and 
the comment period in the rulemaking 
proceeding to classify PMMA lenses, 
which FDA has proposed to classify into 
class II (47 FR 3694 at 3736; January 26, 
1982). Cross-linked PMMA lenses will 
continue to be a class III device subject 
to the premarket approval provisions of 
the statute unless FDA concludes that 
they are PMMA lenses and includes 
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them in the final regulation classifying 
PMMA lenses. 

Multifocal (including bifocal), 
aspherical, and toric contact lenses 
consisting of rigid gas permeable plastic 
materials are excluded from this 
proposal because FDA is not aware of 
adequate new, publicly available, valid 
scientific evidence showing that such 
lenses are safe and effective. 

This proposal would not exempt 
tinted contact lenses from the color 
additive provisions in section 706 of the 
act (21 U.S.C. 376). Regardless of 
whether a rigid gas permeable plastic 
contact lens is classified into class II, 
class Il, or class I, a.color additive in 
such a lens that comes in direct contact 
with the body of man or other animals 
for a significant period of time is subject 
to regulation under section 706. (See 21 
U.S.C. 376.) Any rigid gas permeable 
plastic contact lens that bears or 
contains a color additive accordingly is 
deemed to be adulterated under section 
501{a)(4) of the act (21 U.S.C. 351fa)f{4)) 
and thus prohibited from commerce 
unless, among other things (1) there is in 
effect, and such additive and such use 
are in conformity with, a regulation 
issued under section 706(b) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 376{b)} listing such additive for 
such use or (2) such additive and such 
use conform to the terms of an 
exemption which is in effect pursuant to 
section 706(f) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
376(f)). 

lil. Reasons for the Proposal 


To determine the proper classification 
of the device, FDA considered the 
criteria specified in section 513{a)(1) of 
the act. For the reasons discussed 
below, FDA has tentatively concluded 
that the general controls authorized by 
or under sections 501 (adulteration), 502 
(misbranding}, 510 (registration, listing, 
and premarket notification), 516 (banned 
devices), 518 (notification and other 
remedies), 519 (records and reports), and 
520 (general provisions including current 
good manufacturing practice 
requirements) of the act (21 U.S.C. 351, 
352, 360, 360f, 360h, 360i, 360j) are 
sufficient to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of daily wear spherical 
contact lenses composed of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone. 

1. New, publicly available, valid 
scientific evidence shows that the 
device is safe and effective for its 
intended use. The safety of the device 
also is shown by the absence of reports 
in the literature of serious, irreversible 
abverse effects on health presented by 
the device. Additionally, FDA notes that 
no such alleged effects have been 


reported to the agency’s Device 
Experience Network (DEN). 

2. The materials that contact the eye 
that are used in the device have been 
shown to be generally acceptable and to 
have known acceptable properties (Ref. 
4). FDA’s guidelines for toxicological, 
microbiological, and clinical evaluation 
of contact lenses and guidelines for 
contact lens manufacturing controls 
have been used by contact lens 
manufacturers for premarket clearance 
submissions (NDA’s and PMA's) for the 
past 10 years (Ref. 5). A guideline 
developed by the former U.S. 
Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group 
describes test methods used to evaluate 
acute eye irritation (Ref. 6). Autian 
provides additional information on 
toxicological evaluation of biomaterials 
(Ref. 7) and Galin, et al., provide data on 
the use of tissue culture methods to test 
toxicity of ocular plastic materials (Ref. 
8). 

3. Current methods of chemical and 
physical analyses of materials allow 
determination of purity, structure, and 
solubility of polymers, and the presence 
of trace elements (Ref. 7). 

4. FDA believes that clinically 
significant properties and design 
characteristics of the device include 
total effective oxygen transport to the 
cornea by gas permeability and tear 
pumping; degree of surface wetting; 
dimensional stability under normal use, 
including cleaning and handling; optical 
transmission and refractivity; tensile 
and flexural stregth and recovery from 
deformation; and abrasion and impact 
resistance. By including in this proposal 
only those rigid daily wear spherical 
contact lenses that consist of CAB and 
polyacrylate-silicone and that have 
received premarket approval and any 
contact lenses found by FDA to be 
substantially equivalent to such 
approved lenses, the agency believes the 
clinically significant properties and 
design characteristics listed above will 
be assured, should any of the lenses 
proposed for reclassification actually be 
reclassified. 

5. FDA recognizes that all the general 
controls provisions of the statute apply 
to the device. Of particular importance, 
however, are the premarket notification 
procedures (21 CFR 807.87), which 
enable FDA to determine substantial 
equivalence, and the current good 
manufacturing practice (GMP) 
regulations (21 CFR Part 820), which 
apply to all devices. To establish that a 
new lens is substantially equivalent to 
any currently marketed lens that is 
reclassifed, the manufacturer should be 
prepared to demonstrate substantial 
equivalence in terms including, but not 


limited to, design; composition; optical 
transmission (and homogeneity) and 
index of refraction; and other physical 
properties including oxygen 
premeability, chemical and physical 
stability, tensile and flexural strength; 
biocompatibility, including cytotoxicity, 
eye irritation, and nonsupport of 
bacterial growth; impurities; leachables; 
heavy metal levels; preservative uptake 
and release; and lens care/cleaning 
regimen compatibility. All these 
properties relate to the basic 
characteristics of the device. To 
establish substantial equivalence, the 
manufacturer also will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with 21 CFR 
Part 820. FDA may permit such a 
showing to be made in a premarket 
notification submission containing a 
detailed description of the methods used 
in, and the facilities and controls used 
for, the manufacture, processing, and 
packing of the device and how such 
methods, facilities, and controls meet 
the requirements of the regulations. 

In the transitional notice, FDA stated 
that some of the types of devices 
formerly regarded by the agency as new 
drugs—including soft contact lenses— 
and for which premarket approval is 
required “may be adequately regulated 
under performance standards.” (See 42 
FR at 63474; December 16, 1977.) In that 
notice, FDA also stated: “[U]ntil a 
performance standard applicable to any 
[of certain specified-products, including 
soft contact lenses] is established and 
becomes effective, that product will 
continue to be subject to premarket 
approval.” A performance standard for 
rigid gas permeable contact lenses could 
address, among other things, 
biocompatibility, oxygen permeability, 
polymer ratios and other specifics of 
composition, assays for the purity of 
materials, leaching, biodegradability, 
configuration and design, and cleaning 
and disinfection. FDA expressed 
concerns about some of these variables 
and the need for manufacturing controls 
to assure uniform quality in the 1975 
notice declaring such lenses as new 
drugs. (See section IB. above). 

This proposal to reclassify daily wear 
spherical contact lenses composed of 
CAB or polyacrylate-silcone into class I, 
rather than into class II upon the 
effective date of a performance standard 
promulgated in accordance with section 
514 of the act, is based on FDA's 
tentative conclusion that general 
controls are sufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of such lenses. FDA 
believes that sufficient information 
exists to establish a section 514 
standard to provide reasonable 
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assurance of the safety and 

_ effectiveness of the device; however, 
FDA does not believe it is necessary to 
establish such a standard to provide 
such assurance. 

FDA notes that in 1975, when the 
agency declared as new drugs all ~ 
contact lenses that did got consist 
entirely of PMMA, there was relatively 
little publicly available information 
about, or experience with, non-PMMA 
lenses, and the materials from which 
such lenses were being manufactured 
had not been shown to be safe or 
effective for use. As discussed in section 
IV of this notice, since the late 1970's 
rigid gas permeable contact lenses have 
been marketed in substantial numbers 
in this country, and they have been 
shown to be safe and effective. FDA 
believes that this marketing experience 
reflects such lenses’ basic 
biocompatibility and 
nonbiodegradability, and the feasibility 
of cleaning and disinfecting them. 
Application of the premarket 
notification requirements set out in 
section 510({k) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
360(k)) and § 807.87 of the regulations, 
including the requirement that 
manufacturers demonstrate substantial 
equivalence to reclassified marketed 
lenses with respect to design, ' 
composition, optical properties, 
biocompatibility, and other basic 
characteristics of the device referred to 
earlier in this section of the preamble, 
will enable FDA to ensure that only 
daily wear spherical rigid gas permeable 
contact lenses that are safe and 
effective will be marketed. The GMP 
regulations require all manufacturers to 
prepare and implement quality 
assurance programs intended to assure 
that devices will be of uniform quality, 
safe, effective, and otherwise in 
compliance with the act. Application of 
the GMP regulations will enable FDA to 
ensure that only daily wear spherical 
rigid gas permeable contact lenses of 
uniform quality are marketed. For all 
these reasons, FDA believes that a 
performance standard is not necessary 
to assure biocompatibility, 
nonbiodegradability, or the other 
composition and design characteristics 
referred to above, or to ensure the 
manufacture of lenses of uniform 
quality. 


IV. Summary of the Data on Which the 
Proposed Reclassification is Based 


A. Preclinical Data 


The first patent for a PMMA contact 
lens was granted in 1950 (Ref. 10). In 
recent years, other rigid plastic 
materials have been developed and used 
for contact lenses. The first CAB lens 


was approved by FDA in 1978. A 
polyacrylate-silicone lens was approved 
in 1979. At present, approximately 1 
million people in the United States wear 
contact lenses consisting of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone (Ref. 11). Since the 
introduction of such lenses, few reports 
of adverse reactions or complications 
have been described in the literature, or 
submitted to FDA through its DEN. FDA 
recognizes that the DEN is wholly 
voluntary and, as such, cannot 
reasonably be expected to receive 
reports of all adverse reactions or 
complications from rigid gas permeable 
contact lenses composed of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone. FDA believes, 
however, that the reports received 
through the DEN are representative of 
some of the types of adverse reactions 
or complications that may result from 
the use of such lenses. As of September 
1982, the DEN contained three reports of 
adverse reactions to such lenses, and 
three reports of adverse reactions to 
lenses whose type could not be 
identified (Ref. 12). None of these 
reports indicated that any serious, 
irreversible adverse effects had 
occurred as a result of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone rigid contact lens 
wear. 

Corneal tissue integrity and wearer 
comfort are important considerations in 
the safe use of daily wear contact 
lenses: The lack of oxygen permeabiligy 
of PMMA lenses, if not offset by tear 
pumping action, has been linked to 
corneal edema and subsequent wearer 
discomfort (Ref. 13). In fact, a study by 
Mandell (Ref. 14) indicates that even a 
carefully designed PMMA contact lens 
fitted by the most skilled practitioner 
may cause some level of edema. In 
contrast, the gas permeability of contact 
lenses consisting of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone copolymers allows 
direct transmission of oxygen to corneal 
tissue (Refs. 15 and 16). Additional 
advantages ascribed to rigid gas 
permeable contact lenses include 
greater wearer comfort and less 
probability of corneal abrasion from 
physiological insult than have been 
experienced with PMMA contact lenses 
(Ref. 13). 

Contact lenses composed of CAB are 
chemically stable, optically clear, 
nontoxic, and nonallergenic (Ref. 17). 
The edge thickness and contour of rigid 
plastic contact lenses, including CAB, 
are two important factors in determining 
tolerance by the patient (Ref. 18). Morris 
and Lowther measured the thickness of ~ 
two types of CAB contact lenses (17 
lenses in total) at different distances 
from the edge, and edge contours were 
viewed microscopically (Ref. 18). A 
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difference in thickness and contour was 
found among CAB contact lenses 
produced by different manufacturers. 
This difference could affect contact lens 
comfort. Because the edges of contact 
lenses are made in standard shapes and 
not to patient specifications, 
adjustments in edge thickness and 
contour can be made after patient 
fitting, if needed (Ref. 19). These 
adjustments, which may include 
flattening the lens curve, thinning the 
front surface, or polishing the edge itself, 
are considered standard practice after 
patient fitting (Ref. 19). The surface 
tension of CAB contact lenses is lower 
than that of PMMA contact lenses, thus 
facilitating wettability of the contact 
lens surface (Ref. 17). For PMMA lenses 
to exhibit wettability comparable to that 
of CAB lenses, PMMA lenses need to be 
treated with wetting solutions (Ref. 17). 
Polyacrylate-silicone copolymer 
contact lenses consist of complex 
siloxanyl methacrylate polymers (Refs. 
20 and 21). Such lenses contain PMMA 
for rigidity and polymerized silicone for 
oxygen permeability (Refs. 20 and 21). 
They are characterized as optically 
clear, chemically stable, nontoxic, 
nonallergenic, oxygen permeable, 
wettable, and scratch and break 
resistant (Refs 20 and 21). As noted for 
CAB contact lenses, variations in the 
edge thickness and coutour of 
polyacrylate-silicone lenses do occur, 
even among contact lenses produced by 
an individual manufacturer (Ref. 18). 
FDA believes this concern can be 
addressed through standard adjustments 
or edge modifications after patient 
fitting (Ref. 19). Design specifications of 
these contact lenses include 
specifications for diameter, edge lift, 
center and edge thickness, lens flexure, 
and lenticular construction (a carrier rim 
surrounding the central optical zone) 
and have been described (Ref. 21). The 
availability of practical fitting 
information to ophthalmologists and 
optometrists increases the likelihood of 
effective fitting and wearing. This 
information can be specified in labeling 
and assured through general controls. 


B. Clinical Data on Specific Rigid Gas 
Permeable Lenses 


1. Cellulose acetate butyrate(CAB). 
Kline and DeLuca (Ref. 22) studied the 
clinical response of 100 randomly 
selected myopic patients who had been 
fitted with CAB contact lenses. The 
purpose of the study was to evaluate the 
advantages and disadvantages of CAB 
lenses. The lenses used in the study had 
an index of refraction of 1.475. The 
average center thickness was 0.20 
millimeter (mm) and average edge 
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thickness was 0.15 mm. The optic zone 
was 1.4 mm less than the diameter. 
There were three peripheral curves 1.5 
mm progressively flatter than the base 
curve. The diameters used ranged from 
9.2 mm to 10.8 mm. 

Of the 100 myopic patients, 52 were 
female and 48 were male. Patients 
ranged from 16 to 41 years of age. 
Seventy-five of the 100 patients had 
been unsuccessful in previous attempts 
to wear PMMA or hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses, and 25 patients were 
first-time contact lens wearers. The 
flattest keratometry readings ranged 
from 41.75 to 50.06 diopters. Eight hours 
of wearing time was intended to be 
reached within 1 week beginning with 3 
hours on the day of dispensing. 

Criteria for success included an 
assessment of visual acuity, subjective 
response, corneal physiology, and lens 
performance. Spectacle blur was 
assessed by measuring visual acuity 
with the spectacle prescription after 
removal of lenses. Patients were 
considered successful wearers if they 
experienced comfort, a minimum 
wearing time of 8 hours a day, visual 
acuity of 20/25 or better, no corneal 
edema, no vascularity, no significant 
bulbar conjunctival injection, no 
significant corneal staining, no increase 
in follicular hypertrophy of the superior 
palpebral {upper eyelid) conjuctiva, and 
no spectacle blur. 

Of the 100 patients studied, 79 were 
successful wearers, while 21 were 
unsuccessful and discontinued use of 
the CAB lens. Of the 75 patients who 
had been successful PMMA or hydrogel 
(soft) contact lens wearers, 57 patients 
(77 percent) were successful with CAB 
lenses and 18 patients (23 percent) were 
unsuccessful. Of the 25 patients who 
were first-time lens wearers, 22 patients 
(88 percent) were successful and 3 
patients (12 percent) were unsuccessful. 
Of the total of 21 patients who 
discontinued lens wear, 1 patient had 
spectacle blur, 2 patients had corneal 
edema and discomfort, 2 patients had 
fluctuating visual acuity and discomfort, 
and 16 patients had problems limited to 
discomfort. Corneal staining at the 3 and 
9 o'clock positions of the eye occurred in 
20 of 200 eyes. Mild bulbar conjunctival 
infection developed in 16 eyes, and 
moderate infection developed in 6 eyes. 
Overall, 72 patients reported good 
comfort with the lens; 8 patients 
reported fair comfort (lens awareness); 
and 20 patients had poor comfort and 
could not tolerate the CAB lens. 

Over 50 percent of the patients were 
fitted “on-K,” with the remaining almost 
equally divided between “steeper than 
K” and “flatter than K.” Fitting 
relationship to K readings and lens 


diameter was analyzed to show possible 
correlation with comfort and successful 
wear. Although the results were not 
reported as statistically significant, 
lenses fitted “flatter than K” resulted in 
a higher percentage of poor comfort than 
the other two categories. Also, a higher 
percentage of failures were associated 
with lenses fitted “flatter than K.” 
Success and failure were approximately 
the same for each diameter. Lenses were 
changed an average of 1.67 times on 
successful patients and 4.8 times on 
unsuccessful patients. No significant 
changes in base curves or powers of 
CAB lenses were found following lens 
wear. 

The study showed that of 100 patients 
fitted with CAB lenses, 79 percent were 
successfully fitted for correction of 
myopia. The small incidence of 
spectacle blur with CAB lenses 
represents a significant advantage of 
this type of lens. Two patients with 
fluctuating vision had residual 
astigmatism requiring toric contact 
lenses. Reported glare (“watery” or 
“blurry” vision) was relieved by fitting 
larger diameter lenses. Discomfort was 
the major problem of patients adapting 
to CAB lenses. Of 107 eyes 
unsuccessfully fitted with previous 
lenses because of edema and 
discomfort, 80 were successfully fitted 
with CAB lenses (75 percent). This 
study, which was limited to myopic 
patients, showed a high rate of success 
with this CAB lens and strongly 
supports its safety and effectiveness for 
myopic correction. 

Sigband (Ref. 23) reported on the 
clinical experience of 65 patients who 
previously had been unable to wear 
contact lenses and who were fitted with 
lathe-cut CAB contact lenses. The CAB 
lens used in the study ranged in power 
from —1.00 to —6.00 diopters; diameters 
were 8.8 mm, 9.2 mm, or 9.6 mm. Sixty of 
the 65 patients had been unable to wear 
PMMaA lenses, and 5 had been unable to 
wear hydrogel (soft) contact lenses. The 
majority of patients (54) were myopic, 4 
were hyperopic, and 7 were aphakic. Of 
the 65 patients fitted with CAB lenses, 7 
were lost to followup. Of the remaining 
58 patients, 48 patients (63 percent) were 
successful, and 10 patients were not 
successful wearers. Of the five patients 
who had been unable to wear hydrogel 
(soft) lenses, four patients (80 percent) 
were successfully refitted with CAB 
lenses. The seven patients lost to 
followup had previously been 
unsuccessful as PMMA lens wearers. Of 
the remaining 53 patients who had been 
unable to wear PMMA lenses, 44 
patients (83 percent) were successfully 
refitted with CAB lenses. The primary 
cause of the 10 failures was lack of 
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comfort (8 patients). One aphakic 
patient was unable to manipulate the 
lens, and one patient's lens developed 
deposits. Thirty-seven patients wore the 
CAB lenses at least 2 years; of these, 11 
wore their lenses for 3 years or more. 

This study showed that this CAB lens 
was safe and effective in 85 percent of 
65 patients who were unable to wear 
hard or hydrogel (soft) contact lenses. 

The use of CAB lenses in patients who 
had been unable to wear PMMA contact 
lenses also has been reported by Hales 
(Ref. 24), who conducted a study of 50 
patients selected from a private clinical 
practice. Thirty-five of the 50 patients 
were female and 15 were male. Patients 
ranged in age from 12 to 57 years, with 
an average of 27 years of age. All eyes 
were normal (nondiseased}, and all 
patients had previously discontinued 
use of PMMA contact lenses because of 
discomfort, poor vision, or corneal 
edema. Soft contact lenses had been 
tried by 10 patients; 7 patients had 
experienced discomfort or poor vision 
and had stopped wearing the lenses. 
Indications for use of the CAB lens 
included myopia, mild hyperopia, 
aphakia (lenticular lenses), astigmatism 
(prism ballast lenses), and presbyopia 
(bifocal lenses). The “flattest K” reading 
was used to calculate the base curve. 
Standard tables were used to determine 
diameter and thickness. Lens wear 
began with 4 hours on the first day and 
increased by 1 hour each day until the 
lenses could be worn all day. Criteria 
for evaluation of lens wear included 
comfort, excessive movement, tearing, 
excessive light sensitivity, flare, halo, 
pain, burning, itching, spectacle blur, 
unusual eye secretions, awareness of 
the lens, excessive blink rate, visual 
acuity, variable vision, blurred distant 
vision, reading problems, lens deposits, 
and problems with manipulating the 
lenses. Followup ranged from less than 2 
months to more than 1 year. 

Thirty of the 50 patients were 
successful wearers (60 percent); of these, 
24 were myopic, 3 were hyperopic, and 3 
were aphakic. Twenty patients (40 
percent) discontinued lens wear; 16 
were myopic and 4 were hyperopic. Of 
99 eyes studied (50 patients), 78 eyes (79 
percent) had the same visual acuity with 
the PMMA and the CAB lenses. Seven 
eyes (7 percent) had better vision with 
the PMMA lenses and 14 eyes (14 
percent) had better vision with the CAB 
lenses. With PMMA lenses, visual 
acuity was 20/30 or better in 87 of the 
eyes (88 percent); and with CAB lenses, 
in 97 of the eyes (98 percent). Only 2 
eyes had vision worse than 20/30 with 
the CAB lenses. 
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No patient discontinued use of the 
CAB lens due to poor vision or lens 
imperfections. Of the 20 patients who 
discontinued use of CAB lenses, 15 
patients did so because of discomfort 
and 5 because of diffuse central corneal 
edema. Of the latter five patients, all 
had Schirmer test results showing 
decreased tear production. No patient 
using the CAB lens complained of 
spectacle blur. CAB lenses were 
successfully repiaced with new CAB 
lenses in 7 patients (14 lenses). 
Replacement was necessary primarily 
because of lens instability resulting in 
flattening of the base curve. All patients 
studied had been unable to wear PMMA 
contact lenses. However, 60 percent 
were able to be successfully fitted with 
CAB lenses. Failures with CAB lenses 
were associated with inadequate tear 
production and discomfort. 

This study showed that the CAB 
lenses studied were both safe and 
effective for the correction of myopia, 
hyperopia, or aphakia in the majority of 
patients fitted who were unable to 
tolerate PMMA lenses. Because 
discomfort and corneal edema were 
causes of failure for both CAB and 
previous PMMA lens wear and because 
some, but not all, persons unable to 
tolerate PMMA lenses were able to 
successfully wear CAB lenses in this 
and other studies (Refs. 22 and 23), FDA 
believes that an equivalent or higher 
rate of success can be expected in 
patients who have not experienced 
intolerance to PMMA contact lenses. 

In a smaller clinical study of nine 
patients who were wearing PMMA 
contact lenses, Mandell (Ref. 25) 
reported decreased corneal edema when 
these patients were refitted with CAB 
lenses. The average corneal swelling 
was 6.65 percent with PMMA lenses and 
2.35 percent with CAB lenses. This study 
supports the conclusions from 
previously cited studies that in certain 
patients rigid gas permeable CAB lenses 
are safer than PMMA lenses. 

Garcia (Ref. 26) evaluated the safety 
and effectiveness of CAB lenses for 
extended wear in aphakia. The power of 
the lenses used in the study ranged from 
+7.0 to +21.5 diopters with an average 
of 14 diopters. The diameters ranged 
from 8.5 to 10.4 mm, with most having a 
—3.00 power lenticular carrier. Corneal 
astigmatism ranged from 0 to 5 diopters 
with an average of 1.6 diopters. 

One hundred and two patients (139 
eyes) were fitted with CAB lenses at the 
mean keratometry reading or steeper. Of 
these 102 patients, 98 patients (134 eyes) 
were followed for an average of 2 years. 
Of the 102 patients, 54 were male and 48 
were female. Patients ranged from 43 to 
88 years of age, with a mean of 64.2 


years of age. Some patients who were 
initially considered for the study had no 
difficulty removing or inserting a lens 
and had no desire to attempt extended 
wear. These patients were excluded 
from the study, but it was noted that 
many of these patients occasionally left 
their lenses in overnight as a matter of 
convenience, suggesting high tolerance 
for this lens. The exact number of these 
patients was not stated. 

All patients included in the study 
achieved visual acuity equal to or better 
than the best spectacle correction. 
Spectacle blur was present, but was two 
lines or less upon immediate removal of 
lenses. After several weeks, changes in 
corneal astigmatism ranged from —1.00 
to +0.50 diopter with an average of 
—0.08 diopter. Of the 102 patients, 4 
patients (5 eyes) were immediately 
unsuccessful in wearing the lens. Of 
these failures, one patient had 
decreased visual acuity and difficulty in 
recentering the lens when it slipped off 
the cornea; two patients (three eyes) had 
edema and blurred vision on arising; 
and one patient was described as “too 
nervous.” The remaining successfully 
fitted 98 patients (134 eyes) were 
followed from 3 to 60 months with an 
average of 24.75 months. 

At the conclusion of the study, a total 
of 17 patients (17 percent) with 22 eyes 
(16 percent) had discontinued extended 
wear. This number includes the four 
patients who were immediately unable 
to wear the lens. The reasons for failure 
included edema (four patients), 
discomfort and lack of tint causing 
difficulty in finding a decentered lens 
(four patients), excessive dislocations 
and lack of tint (three patients), cystic 
macular edema (one patient), poor fit 
(one patient), dusty environment (one 
patient), repeated conjunctivitis (one 
patient), nervousness (one patient), 
unknown (one patient). Topical 
medications (drops) for treatment of 
glaucoma in five patients (nine eyes) did 
not interfere with lens wear except for 
occasional dislocations when inserting 
the drops. Nine patients (14 eyes) with 
significant ocular problems in addition 
to aphakia were successfully fitted with 
these lenses. The additional ocular 
conditions included recurrent uveitis, 
Behcet's disease, postoperative 
staphylococcal endophalmitis, and 
wound dehiscence secondary to 
postoperative trauma. Lens removal for 
cleaning ranged from removal every 4 to 
7 days to every 3 to 6 weeks. The 
accumulation of mucus and oily deposits 
on the lenses was a common problem 
and varied in severity. There were no 
cases of corneal vascularization. Early 
in the study, conjunctival cultures were 
performed on a small group of patients. 
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The exact number was not stated. There 
was no significant increase in bacterial 
flora. 

This study showed that CAB contact 
lenses for extended wear were safe and 
effective for 80 percent of the apakic 
patients included in the study. FDA 
believes that if these lenses can be 
safely and effectively worn on the eye 
continuously for days, weeks, or 
months, the same lenses can be 
expected to be safe and effective for a 
lesser period, such as for daily wear. 

Another study examining 
effectiveness and corneal response to 
extended wear of CAB contact lenses in 
aphakia was reported by Kaplan and 
Trimber (Ref. 27). The CAB lenses used 
in this study were manufactured by 
thermo-compression molding. Thirty 
patients (41 eyes), who ranged from 51 
to 81 years of age with an average of 
65.0 years of age, were fitted with the 
lens 6 weeks after cataract extraction. 
Patients who were able to tolerate the 
lens were allowed to wear it for 
extended periods of time. Most patients 
wore their lenses continuously for 1 to 2 
months. All 30 patients (41 eyes) were 
able to wear CAB lenses for extended 
periods of time. Visual acuity with the 
lens was 20/20 or better in 17 patients, 
20/25 or 20/30 in 19 patients, and 20/40 
or 20/50 in 5 patients. 

For each of the 30 patients (41 eyes) 
with extended wear CAB lenses, the 
corneal thickness was measured and 
compared to unoperated fellow eyes not 
wearing a contact lens, to aphakic eyes 
with spectacle correction not fitted for 
contact lenses, and to aphakic eyes with 
daily wear CAB lenses. Corneal 
thickness of the 41 eyes averaged 0.550 
mm. Fourteen of the 30 patients with 
extended wear CAB lenses had 
unoperated fellow eyes not wearing a 
contact lens. In these patients, the 
corneal thickness of eyes with extended 
wear CAB lenses averaged 0.548 mm; 
the fellow eyes measured an average of 
0.515 mm. The average corneal thickness 
of the eyes of 25 aphakic patients with 
spectacle correction not fitted for 
contact lenses was 0.525 mm. The eyes 
of 13 aphakic patients with daily wear 
CAB lenses had an average corneal 
thickress of 0.538 mm. Previous studies 
of a normal population and those with 
extended wear soft contact lenses 
showed an average corneal thickness of 
0.518 mm (Ref. 28) and 0.570 mm (Ref. 
29), respectively. The extended wear 
CAB lenses used in this study produced 
minimal effects on corneal thickness 
while providing an effective correction 
of visual acuity for aphakic patients. 
FDA believes that this study shows that 
this lens was safe and effective for 
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extended wear in aphakic patients and 
that this lens could be expected to be 
safe and effective for daily wear in 
aphakics. 

FDA has tentatively concluded that 
these studies constitute valid scientific 
evidence demonstrating the safety and 
effectiveness of all marketed daily wear 
spherical CAB lenses. 

2. Polyacrylate-silicone copolymer. 
Poster (Ref. 30) followed for 3 months 
115 patients fitted with polyacrylate- 
silicone contact lenses. The lens used in 
this study was designed to allow the 
periphery and peripheral portion of the 
outer optical zone to align with the 
cornea. The center thickness of the lens 
was 0.07 mm. The geometry of the 
posterior surface of the lens, which 
contained secondary and tertiary 
curves, was used to determine lense 
positioning. 

Of the 115 patients, 87 were female 
and 28 were male. Patients ranged from 
10 to over 60 years of age. Of the 115 
patients, 65 patients (56.5 percent) had 
been unsuccessful wearers of PMMA 
lenses because of limitations of wearing 
time and problems with comfort, edema, 
and staining, and 21 patients (18.3 
percent) had been successful with 
PMMaA lenses. Twelve patients (10.4 
percent) had been unsuccessful with 
hydrogel (soft) contact lenses, and four 
patients (3.5 percent) had been 
successful with soft lenses. Thirteen 
patients (11.3 percent) were first-time 
contact lens wearers. Patients with 
diseased eyes, with the exception of 
patients with keratoconus, and patients 
with history of allergic reactions to 
contact lenses or solutions, were 
excluded from the study. 

The evaluation of a successful fit 
included lens performance, over- 
refraction, visual acuity, comfort, lens 
positioning, physiological responses, 
and the ability to wear the lens for at 
least 10 hours per day with no 
significant symptoms or adverse 
physiologic responses. The criteria for a 
well-fitted lens included minimal apical 
clearance with alignment of the 
peripheral curves and peripheral portion 
of the optical zone. The lenses used in 
this study ranged in power from plano to 
—10.50 diopters, with the majority 
ranging from —1.25 to —6.75 diopters. 
Excluding 5 keratoconus patients, base 
curves ranged from 7.20 mm to 8.10 mm. 
Most patients were fitted within +0.15 
mm of the flattest keratometry reading. 

Of the 115 patients fitted with the 
lenses, 104 patients (90.4 percent) were 
successful. Of the 11 unsuccessful 
wearers, 5 were not followed up (several 
were having difficulty in adapting); 4 
were switched to another lens material 
(reason not stated); and 2 had a history 


of corneal problems from previous 
PMMaA lens wear. Good or excellent 
comfort was reported at 98.5 percent of 
all visits. Minimal symptoms, which 
ceased after the first weeks of wear, 
included some burning or itching (five 
patients), mild halos (one patient), mild 
injection (four patients), dryness (two 
patients), staining (five patients), and 
mild edema (two patients). Staining from 
PPMA lens wear was resolved or 
decreased with use of the polyacrylate- 
silicone lens in four patients. In 
addition, several patients (number not 
stated) with significant corneal 
distortion including extensive edema, 
edematous corneal formations, and 
central corneal clouding, returned to a 
more physiologically normal corneal 
curvature. 

The polyacrylate-silicone lens used in 
this study was effective in 90.4 percent 
of myopic patients studied. No serious 
adverse physiological responses 
occurred, even among unsuccessful 
wearers. Thus, the lens also was shown 
to be safe in patients in the study. 

Sarver, et al. (Ref. 31), reported on a 
study of 46 patients who had been 
unable to wear PMMA lenses and who 
were fitted with polyacrylate-silicone 
lenses. The 46 patients, who were fitted 
with the lenses over an 18-month period, 
ranged from 17 to 55 years of age, with a 
mean age of 51 years. Thirty-eight were 
female and eight were male. In 40 
patients (87 percent), the reasons for 
failure with PMMA lenses included 
significant edema associated with 
discomfort, spectacle blur, and limited 
wearing time; 6 patients (13 percent) 
experienced discomfort or flare without 
edema. 

Forty-two patients were fitted with 
polyacrylate-silicone lenses having the 
same dimensions as their best-fitting 
PMMaA lenses. The remaining four 
patients were fitted with larger diameter 
lenses to reduce flare and edge 
reflections. The.mean center thickness 
of the lenses used in this study was 0.14 
mm. The powers of the spherical lenses 
ranged from —8.50 to 5.75 diopters, with 
a mean of —3.44 diopters. The 
cylindrical corrections ranged from 
plano to —3.25 diopters, with a mean of 
0.90 diopter. The flat keratometry 
reading ranged from 39.25 to 46.00 
diopters, with a mean of 43.04 diopters. 

Of 46 patients (92 eyes), 31 patients 
(67 percent) were successful when 
considering all of the following criteria: 
wearing time, comfort, vision, corneal 
edema, staining, ocular injection, and 
patient appearance. Thirteen patients 
(28 percent) were unsuccessful. The 
response of two patients was unknown. 
The 13 unsuccessful patients had 
persistent discomfort in spite of lens 


modifications such as base-curve 
changes and edge refinishing. These 
patients had failed in attempts to wear 
PMMA lenses due to edema and 
discomfort; however, discomfort alone 
(not edema) was identified as the reason 
for the unsuccessful use of the 
polyacrylate-silicone lens. No significant 
corneal edema was observed in any 
patient fitted with the lenses. 
Vascularization developed in three 
patients (no other details stated), and 
small amounts of central corneal 
staining developed in three others. Most 
patients reported decreased spectacle 
blur with the polyacrylate-silicone lens 
when compared to the PMMA lenses. 

In 5 patients selected at random from 
the original 46 patients, corneal 
thickness was measured during an 8- 
hour wearing period with each of the 
polyacrylate-silicone lenses and the 
PMMA lenses of the same dimension. 
Measurements with each of the two lens 
types were made a week apart after 
weeks (number not stated) of wearing 
time. After 4 hours of wear, the mean 
increase in corneal thichness was 0.4 
percent for polyacrylate-silicone lenses 
and 3.6 percent for PMMA lenses. After 
8 hours, slight thinning of the cornea 
occurred with the polyacrylate-silicone 
lens, showing a mean increase of 0.2 
percent; the mean increase with PMMA 
lenses was 3.6 percent. 

Visual acuity was the same with the 
polyacrylate-silicone lenses as with 
PMMaA lenses. This study, which was 
intentionally biased by the selection of 
patients who had failed with PMMA 
lenses, showed that the polyacrylate- 
silicone lens was safe adn effective for 
the correction of myopia or hyperopia 
for the majority of patients studied. An 
absence of corneal edema and minimal 
corneal thickness increases were shown 
to be advantages of the polyacrylate- 
silicone lens used in this study. The 
major disadvantage of the lens was 
discomfort in some patients. Discomfort, 
however, had also occurred with the use 
of PMMA lenses. 

FDA has tentatively concluded that 
these studies constitute valid scientific 
evidence demonstrating the safety and 
effectiveness of all marketed daily wear 
spherical polyacrylate-silicone lenses. 


V. Risks to Health 


The risks associated with the use of 
the device include: (1) Corneal abrasion 
that may occur from a chipped edge of a 
lens, a cracked lens, or poor lens design 
or fit; (2) corneal edema that may occur 
if lens design prevents adequate 
delivery of oxygen to the cornea; (3) 
corneal vascularization that may result 
from inflammation or as a result of 
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corneal edema; (4) rainbows or halos 
around objects or blurring of vision that 
may occur if a lens.is worn continuously 
or for too long a time; (5) excessive 
tearing, unusual eye secretions, and 
photophobia, the cause of which would 
have to be determined from examination 
of contact lenses and eyes; and (6) giant 
papillary conjunctivitis, the exact cause 
of which is unknown. 


VI. Public Comment 


FDA invites comments on all aspects 
of the proposal, but particularly on the 


re issues: 
1. Do the data presented in this 


proposal constitute sufficient “valid 
scientific evidence” of safety and 
effectiveness to support reclassification 
of each marketed lens consisting of CAB 
or polyacrylate-silicone? 

a. If not, what additional publicly 
available data are there to support 
reclassification? 

If so, are general controls sufficient 
to provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device? 

c. If general controls are not sufficient 
to provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device, is 
there sufficient information to establish 
a performance standard to provide such 
assurance? 

d. If general controls are not 
sufficient, and there is sufficient 
information to establish a performance 
standard to provide reasonable 
assurance of safety and effectiveness of 
the device, is a performance standard 
necessary to assure any of the lens 
properties or design characteristics that 
FDA has identified as “clinically 
significant” (see section III of the 
preamble) or to protect against any of 
the concerns raised in the 1975 notice 
declaring as new drugs all contact 
lenses consisting of polymers other than 
PMMaA (see section I.B. of the 
preamble)? 

e. Should any reclassification take 
effect (i) before or (ii) after such a 
standard has been established? 

2. Is there publicly available “valid 
scientific evidence” to support 
reclassification of other than daily wear 
spherical lenses consisting of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone? For example, 
should (a) extended wear lenses, (b) 
toric lenses, or (c) other types of CAB or 
polyacrylate-silicone lenses be included 
in any reclassification? If so, what 
publicly available data are there to 
support reclassification of such other 
lenses? 

3. With respect to the lenses proposed 
for reclassification, FDA has limited 
data on their use for the correction of 
hyperopia and in some cases aphakia. 
May FDA reclassify a lens for use in the 


correction of myopia, hyperopia, and 
aphakia based solely or p yon 
data showing that the lens is safe and 
effective (a) for the correction of 
myopia? (b) for the correction of myopia 
and aphakia? 

4. Does specifying the materials of 
which the lenses proposed for 
reclassification are principally 
composed adequately identify the lenses 
for the purpose of reclassification? 

5. As discussed in sections III and IV 
of the preamble, the safety or 
effectiveness of a specific rigid gas 
permeable contact lens is affected by its 
specific composition, design, and 
various other clinically significant 


properties. 

a. Do the data presented in this 
proposal provide sufficient “valid 
scientific evidence” of the safety and 
effectiveness of CAB or polyacrylate- 
silicone lenses of any specific 
composition, design, or other 
characteristic? 

b. If the data do not provide this 
evidence, may the identified lenses be 
reclassified because of FDA's tentative 
decision that the safety and 
effectiveness of composition, design, or 
other clinically significant properties of 
specific lenses can be assured through 
premarket notification submissions and 
substantial equivalence determinations? 

6. Is there publicly available “valid 
scientific evidence” to support 
reclassification of rigid gas permeable 
contact lens accessories, including 
products for cleaning, disinfecting, 
wetting, and storage? If so, what 
publicly available data are there to 
support reclassification of such 
accessories? 


VII. Economic Impact 


As discussed in section I of this 
proposal, in the November 24, 1981 
notice of intent FDA invited public 
comment on the economic impact of any 
reclassification of daily wear spherical 
contact lenses consisting principally of 
rigid plastic materials. Although none of 
the comments presented specific data on 
the economic impact, generally the 
comments from all groups stated that 
reclassification would benefit industry 
and consumers by enabling small firms 
to have access to newer and better 
contact lens materials. Thus, 
competition would increase, costs would 
decrease, and employment would 
increase in these small firms. Also, 
comments generally stated that the 
contact lens reclassification would 
allow small contact lens manufacturing , 
firms to complete in the world market. 

All future manufacturers of these 
devices would be relieved of the cost of 
complying with the premarket approval 
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requirements in section 515 of the act. 
FDA recognizes that there may be an 
economic impact on manufacturers 
marketing devices that are the subject of 
PMA’s and that would be reclassified if 
this proposal were adopted, and invites 
comment regarding any such impact. 
The magnitude of the economic savings 
for manufacturers resulting from any 
reclassification would depend on the 
extent of premarket approval studies 
that industry would have conducted had 
these requirements remained in effect. 
This parameter cannot be reliably 
calculated to permit the quantification 
of the economic savings. Do any 
manufacturers or other interested 
persons have additional data on the 
economic impact of reclassification? 

After considering the economic 
consequence of reclassifying the device 
as discussed above, FDA certifies that 
this proposal requires neither a 
regulatory impact analysis, as specified 
in Executive Order 12291, nor a 
regulatory flexibility analysis, as 
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(Pub. L. 96-354). 
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List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 886 


Medical devices, Ophthalmic devices. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 513, 
701(a), 52 Stat. 1055, 90 Stat. 540-546 (21 
U.S.C. 360c, 371(a))) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissoner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), it is proposed 
that Chapter I of Title 21 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations be amended in Part 
886 (which was proposed in the Federal 
Register of January 26, 1982 (47 FR 3694)) 
by adding new § 886.5360, to read as 
follows: 


PART 886—OPHTHALMIC DEVICES 


§ 886.5360 Daily wear spherical contact 
lens consisting of rigid gas permeable 
plastic materials. 


(a) Identification. A daily wear 
spherical contact lens consisting of 
cellulose acetate butyrate or 
polyacrylate-silicone is a device that is 
a curved shell with a spherical surface 
providing monofocal refraction to be 
worn by a patient directly on the globe 
or cornea of the eye to correct refractive 
errors and that is removed from the eye 
and cleaned daily. A lens subject to this 
section is limited to any daily wear 
spherical rigid gas permeable contact 
lens consisting of cellulose acetate 
butyrate or polyacrylate-silicone in 
commercial distribution as of the 
effective date of this regulation, or a 
lens that is determined by the FDA to be 
substantially equivalent. 

(b) Classification. Class I (general 
controls). 


Interested persons may, on or before 
December 27, 1982, submit to the 
Dockets Management Branch (address 
above) written comments on this 
proposal. Two copies of any comments 
are to be submitted, except that 
individuals may submit one copy. 
Comments are to be identified with the 
name of the device and the docket 
number found in brackets in the heading 
of this document. Received comments 
may be seen in the office above between 
9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. 

Dated: November 5, 1982. 

Arthur Hull Hayes, Jr., 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 
[FR Doc. 82-2332 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Part 886 
[Docket No. 82N-0179] 


Reclassification of Daily 
Wear Spherical Hydrogel 
(Soft) Contact Lenses 
AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


- SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 


Administration (FDA) is issuing a 
proposed rule which, if adopted, would 
reclassify certain marketed daily wear 
optically spherical hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses from class III (premarket 
approval) into class I (general controls). 
The proposal is based on new 
information respecting these devices. 
After reviewing any public comments 
received, FDA will promulgate a final 
rule reclassifying some or all of the 
lenses or will withdraw the proposed 
rule. Elsewhere in this issue of the 
Federal Register, FDA is publishing a 
separate proposal to reclassify marketed 
daily wear spherical contact lenses 
consisting of certain rigid gas permeable 
plastic materials from class III into class 


DATE: Comments by December 27, 1982. 


ADDRESS: Written comments may be 
submitted to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, ML ~0857. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maria E. Donawa, National Center for 
Devices and Radiological Health (HFK- 
300), Food and Drug Administration, 
8757 Georgia Ave., Silver Spring, MD 
20910, 301-427-7175. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


A. History of the Proceedings 


On January 16, 1981, the Contact Lens 
Manufacturers Association (CLMA), 
Washington, DC 20006, submitted to 
FDA under section 513(e) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the act) 
(21 U.S.C. 360c(e)) a petition to 
reclassify soft contact lenses consisting 
principally of 2-hydroxyethyl 
methacrylate (HEMA) from class III into 
class II (performance standards). FDA 
thereafter concluded that the petition 
did not meet all the requirements of 
§ 860.123 (21 CFR 860.123) of the 
regulations governing reclassification of 
medical devices. FDA nonetheless 
determined that CLMA’s objective was 
meritorious and tentatively concluded 
that daily wear spherical soft contact 
lenses consisting principally of HEMA 
should be reclassified from class III into 
class II. Under section 513(e) of the act 
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and § 860.130(b)(1) (21 CFR 
860.130(b)(1)}) of the regulations 
governing reclassification under section 
513(e), FDA issued on its own initiative 
a notice of intent to initiate a change in 
the classification of such lenses (46 FR 
57648; November 24, 1981). Because the 
agency issued on its own initiative the 
notice of intent that FDA would have 
been required to issue had CLMA’s 
petition not been inadequate 

{see§ 860.130(d)), the agency concluded 
that the petition was moot and so stated 
in the November 24, 1981 notice. 

The notice of intent invited public 
comment regarding any impact that 
reclassification of daily wear spherical 
soft contact lenses consisting principally 
of HEMA would have on manufacturers 
or distributors of contact lenses, on the 
‘costs or prices paid by consumers 
purchasing contact lenses, on 
governmental agencies or geographic 
regions, on whether the rulemaking 
would have significant or adverse 
effects on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. As of October 6, 1982, FDA had 
received 40 comments from 
ophthalmologists, optometrists, and 
contact lens manufacturers concerning 
lenses consisting principally of HEMA. 
The comments, all of which favored 
reclassification of the lenses into class 
Il, are further discussed in section VII of 
this proposal. 

In addition to the comments received 
on the notice of November 24, FDA also 
received comments on CLMA’s petition. 
Two of these comments objected to any 
reclassification of these lenses if there is 
not a performance standard in effect. 
FDA has recognized some of these 
comments’ substantive concerns in 

. section VI, which invites public 
comment on this proposal. 


B. The Statutory Scheme 


On May 28, 1976, the Medical Device 
Amendments of 1976 (the amendments) 
(Pub. L. 94-295), amending the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, became 
law. The amendments established a 
comprehensive system for the regulation 
of medical devices intended for human 
use. One provision of the amendments, 
section 513 of the act, establishes three 
categories (classes) of devices, 
depending on the regulatory controls 
needed to provide reasonable assurance 
of any device's safety and effectiveness. 
The three categories are as follows: 
class I, general controls; class II, 
performance standards; class III, 
premarket approval. A device is in class 
I if the general controls authorized by or 


under the act are sufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device (section 513 
(a)(1) (A){i) of the act; 21 CFR 
860.3(c)(1)). A class II device is a device 
for which general controls by 
themselves are insufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device, for which 
there is sufficient information to 
establish a performance standard to 
provide such assurance, and for which 
“it is therefore necessary to establish 
* * * a performance standard under 
section 514 [21 U.S.C. 360d] to provide 
reasonable assurance of its safety and 
effectiveness” (section 513(a)(1){B) of 
the act; 21 CFR 860.3(c)(2)). A device is 
in class III if the device cannot be 
classified into class 1 or class II and if, in 
addition, the device is purported or 
represented to be for a use in supporting 
or sustaining human life or for a use 
which is of substantial importance in 
preventing impairment of human health, 
or if the device presents a potential 
unreasonable risk of illness or injury. 
For a device in class III, premarket 
approval is or will be required in 
accordance with section 515 of the act 
(21 U.S.C. 360e) to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device (section 
513(a)(1)(C) of the act; 21 CFR 
860.2(c)(3)). 

The amendments not only established 
a comprehensive system of device 
regulation, they also changed the 
definition of “device” in section 201(h) 
of the act (21 U.S.C. 321(h)) so that some 
products that previously were “new 
drugs” within the meaning of section 
201(p) of the act upon enactment of the 
amendments because “devices” under 
the revised definition in section 201(h). 

Before passage of the amendments, 
FDA considered certain ophthalmic 
devices to be “new drugs” subject to 
section 505 of the act (21 U.S.C. 355), 
which forbids the marketing of such 
drug unless the agency has approved a 
new drug application (NDA) covering 
the drug, use, and labeling in question. 
To provide for the continuous regulation 


of these products—that is, products that - 


previously were regulated as “new 
drugs” but now are defined as 
“devices”—Congress included in the 
amendments special transitional 
provisions (section 520(1) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 360j(1))). The transitional 
provisions apply to any product that is a 
device (under the revised definition in 
section 201(h)) and that satisfies one or 
more of six criteria. Under one of these 
criteria (section 520(1)(1)(E)), 


(1) [aJny device intended for human use— 
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(E) which the Secretary in a notice 
published in the Federal Register before the 
enactment date has declared to be a new 
drug subject to section 505 * * * is classified 
in class Il]_unless the Secretary in response to 
a petition [for reclassification] * * * has 
classified such device in class I or II. 


The transitional provisions further 
provide in section 520(1)(3)(D)(i): 

(3) ** * 

(D)(i) * * * [A] device which is described 
in subparagraph * * * (E)* * * of paragraph 
(1) and which is in class III is required, unless 
exempt under subsection (g) [which governs 
device investigations] of this section, to have 
on and after sixty days after the enactment 
date in effect an approved application under 
section 515. 


The provisions quoted above 
specifically provide that any device 
which FDA, by notice published in the 
Federal Register befcre enactment of the 
amendments, declared to be a “new 
drug” subject to section 505 of the act, is 
now classified in class III and, as such, 
is required either to have an approved 
premarket approval application (PMA) 
under section 515 of the act, or an 
investigational device exemption from 
such approval as provided for by section 
520(g) of the act, unless the device has 
been reclassified by FDA into class I or 
Il. Section 501(f)(1)(C) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 351(f)(1)(C)) provides in relevant 
part that a device shall be deemed to be 
adulterated: 

(f)(1) If it is a class HI device— 

(C) which was classified under section 
520(1) into class II, which under such section 
is required to have in effect an approved 
application under section 515, and which 
does not have such an application in effect. 


Thus, any transitional device that does 
not have the required approved PMA is 
adulterated and is, therefore, prohibited 
from interstate commerce under section 
301(a) of the act (21 U.S.C. 331{a)). 

In a notice published in the Federal 
Register of September 30, 1975 (40 FR 
44844), FDA declared that all soft 
contact lenses, defined as all contact 
lenses consisting of polymers other than 
polymethylmethacrylate (PMMA), e.g., 
cellulose acetate butyrate (CAB), 
polycarbonate, silicone, and HEMA, 
were “new drugs” subject to premarket 
clearance under section 505 of the act. 
The notice, which also included a 
proposed regulation to codify this 
position, states that since the 
introduction of soft contact lenses in the 
1960's, FDA has regarded all contact 
lenses made from non-PMMA materials 
as “new drugs,” and explains that the 
agency's decision to regulate them under 
section 505 

* * * was based on a recognition that new 
plastic materials that had not been shown to 
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be safe or effective for use were being 
introduced for use in the manufacture of 
contact lenses. The introduction of these new 
materials led to new lens design and use, 
new manufacturing methods, and new 
methods for lens care. The Food and Drug 
Administration is concerned that the use of 
these contact lenses may result in serious eye 
damage if the new material of which they are 
composed is unsafe for use in the eye, if the 
user cannot feasibly care for the lenses, or if 
the highly complex procedures for the 
manufacture of these lenses are not carefully 
controlled to assure a product of uniform 
quality. 

The notice went on to describe the types 
of studies that FDA concluded sponsors 
need to conduct to determine the safety 
of soft contact lenses and the factors 
that need to be taken into account to 
assess the adequacy of the procedures 
for manufacturing such lenses. (See 40 
FR at 44845; September 30, 1975.) 

As a result of the 1975 declaration and 
proposal, under the transitional 
provisions discussed above, non-PMMA 
contact lenses on the date of the 
amendments were automatically 
classified into class II without need for 
regulations or other action on the part of 
the agency. Nonetheless, in a notice 
published in the Federal Register of 
December 16, 1977 (42 FR 63472) (the 
transitional notice), FDA provided all 
interested persons further notice that 
various generic types of devices, 
including soft contact lenses, were class 
Ill devices subject to the premarket 
approval requirements of section 515 of 
the act. In addition, FDA affirmed the 
class III status of soft contact lenses in a 
notice published in the Federal Register 
of January 13, 1978 (43 FR 1966). The 
January 13, 1978 notice, which withdrew 
the 1975 proposed regulation but did not 
affect its declaration, stated: 

Those [contact lenses] that do not consist 
entirely of [PMMA] are * * * subject to the 
transitional provisions of section 520(1) * * * 
and therefore may not be commercially 
distributed without premarket approval. 


C. The Legal Standard Governing 
Reclassification Under Section 513(e) 


Section 513(e) of the act authorizes 
FDA to reclassify a device based on 
“new information” respecting the 
device. The term “new information” 
comprehends information developed as 
a result of a reevaluation of the data 
before the agency when a device was 
classified, as well as information not 
presented, not available, or not 
developed at that time. See, e.g., 
Holland-Rantos v. United States 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, 587 F.2d 1173, 1174 n. 1 (D.C. 
Cir. 1978); Upjohn v. Finch, 422 F.2d 944 
(6th Cir. 1970); Bell v. Goddard, 366 F.2d 
177 (7th Cir. 1966). In each of the cited 


cases, FDA had taken final action to 
withdraw approval of a marketing 
permit, rather than to effect a change 
that would relieve manufacturers of the 
obligation to obtain such a permit, as the 
proposal would do here. But the basis 
for both types of actions is the same, 
namely, a reevaluation made in light of 
changes in “medical science.” Upjohn v. 
Finch, supra, 422 F.2d at 951. The agency 
believes, therefore, that the.act permits 
a reevaluation based on such changes to 
support reclassification of a device, 
whether from class II] into class I (or 
class II), class II into class I (or class III), 
or class I into class II (or class III). 

The “new information” on which any 
reclassification is based is required to 
consist of “valid scientific evidence,” as 
defined in section 513{a)(3) of the act 
and § 860.7(c) of the regulations. As 
specified in § 860.7(c){1), FDA relies 
upon only such evidence to determine 
whether there is reasonable assurance 
that a device is safe and effective. For 
the purposes of reclassification, the 
valid scientific evidence upon which the 
agency relies is required to be publicly 
available, i.e., may not be based on 
trade secret or confidential commercial 
information in PMA's (section 520{c) of 
the act), or on the detailed summaries of 
information respecting the safety and 
effectiveness of devices for which there 
are approved PMA’s (section 520(h)(3) of 
the act). FDA is required to make these 
summaries available to the public upon 
issuance of orders approving PMA's 
(section 520(h)(1) of the act). 

To reclassify a device under section 
513(e) of the act, the statute and the 
regulations require that the new, 
publicly available, valid scientific 
evidence of safety and effectiveness 
show (1) why the device should not 
remain in its present classification and 
(2) that the proposed reclassification 
will provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device. In 
the case of a device classified in class III 
and proposed for reclassification into 
class I, the statute and the regulations 
require such evidence of safety and 
effectiveness to show (1) why the device 
should not remain in class III and (2) 
that general controls will provide 
reasonable assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device. 

Based on a careful review of new, 
publicly available, valid scientific 
evidence, FDA has tentatively 
concluded that certain marketed daily 
wear optically spherical hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses should be reclassified 
into class I (general controls). In FDA's 
judgment, the information discussed in 
this preamble shows that the devices 


_ are safe and effective for their intended 


use, and FDA believes that the general 
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controls provisions of the act are 
sufficient to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the lenses. The decision 
to propose reclassification into class I, 
rather than class II once a performance 
standard is in effect, is based on FDA’s 
belief that although sufficient 
information exists to establish a 
standard to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of daily wear optically 
spherical hydrogel (soft) contact lenses, 
there is no need to establish a 
performance standard to provide such 
assurance. 


II. Identification of the Device 


For the purpose of reclassification, 
FDA is identifying this generic type of 
device as a daily wear optically 
spherical hydrogel (soft) contact lens. 
Such a lens is indicated for daily wear 
for the correction of myopia, hyperopia, 
or aphakia. Because the requisite 
publicly available safety and 
effectiveness data that FDA may use as 
the basis for reclassification apply only 
to a soft contact lens composed of a 
limited number of materials, a lens 
subject to this proposal is composed 
only of the following: 

1. Poly(2-hydroxyethyl methacrylate) 
(polyHEMA), the polymer made from 
monomeric HEMA; 

2. HEMA polymer with methacrylic 
acid; 

3. HEMA polymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone; 

4. HEMA polymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone and methacrylic acid; 

5. HEMA polymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone and methyl methacrylate; 

6. HEMA polymer with N-(1,1,- 
dimethyl-3-oxobutyl)acrylamide; or 

7. 1-Vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone with methyl 
methacrylate and allyl methacrylate. 

These materials are polymerized with 
free radical initiators and cross-linked 
with one of the following: 

1. Divinylbenzene; 

2. 1,3-Propanediol trimethacrylate; or 

3. Dimethacrylate that contains 
ethylene or ethylene glycol units. 

This proposal applies to any daily 
wear optically spherical hydrogel (soft) 
contact lens that is made of the 
materials listed above and that has 
received premarket approval, and any 
contact lens FDA determines to be 
substantially equivalent to such 
approved lenses. 

Hydrogel contact lenses are 
characterized by their ability to absorb 
and retain water. They are soft and 
rubbery and exhibit low tear and tensile 
strength when compared to contact 
lenses made of rigid plastic materials. 
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Hydrogel contact lenses are 
characterized as chemically stable 
under the conditions of their intended 
use, optically clear, nontoxic, and 
nonallergenic. When properly cleaned 
and disinfected, they do not support 
bacterial growth and generally are 
benign to corneal tissue. They allow 
oxygen delivery to the cornea primarily 
through hydration and, to some extent, 
through tear pumping action to ensure 
healthy maintenance of corneal tissue. 
Those leachables present are of 
minimum concentration and are 
nontoxic and nonirritating. 

Multifocal (including bifocal), 
optically aspherical, and toric hydrogel 
contact lenses are excluded from this 
proposal because FDA is not aware of 
adequate new, publicly available, valid 
scientific evidence showing that such 
lenses are safe and effective. The spin- 
cast polyHEMA contact lens has a 
posterior aspehrical surface, but 
because it is optically spherical, it is not 
excluded. 

This propsal would not exempt tinted 
contact lenses from the color additive 
provisions in section 706 of the act (21 
U.S.C. 376). Regardless of whether a 
hydrogel (soft) contact lens is classified 
into class III, class Il, or class I, a color 
additive in such a lens that comes in 
direct contact with the body of man or 
other animals for a significant period of 
time is subject to regulation under 
section 706. (See 21 U.S.C. 376.) Any 
dydrogel (soft) contact lens that bears or 
contains a color additive accordingly is 
deemed to be adulterated under section 
501(a)(4) of the act (21 U.S.C. 351(a)(4)) 
and thus prohibited from commerce 
unless, among other things (1) there is in 
effect, and such additive and such use 
are in conformity with, a regulation 
issued under section 706(b) of the act (21 
U.S.C. 376(b)) listing such additive for 
such use or (2) such additive and such 
use conform to the terms of an 
exemption which is in effect pursuant to 
section 706(f) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
376(f)). 


III. Reasons for the Proposal 


To determine the proper classification 
of the device, FDA considered the 
criteria specified in section 513(a)(1) of 
the act. For the reasons discussed 
below, FDA has tentatively concluded 
that the general controls authorized by 
or under sections 501 (adulteration), 502 
(misbranding), 510 (registration, listing, 
and premarket notification), 516 (banned 
devices), 518 (notification and other 
remedies), 519 (records and reports), and 
520 (general provisions including current 
good manufacturing practice 
requirements) of the act (21 U.S.C. 351, 
352, 360, 360f, 360h, 360i, 360j) are 


sufficient to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of daily wear optically 
spherical hydrogel (soft) contact lenses. 

1. New, publicly available, valid 
scientific evidence shows that the 
device is safe and effective for its 
intended use. The safety of the device 
also is shown by the absence of reports 
in the kiterature of serious, irreversible 
adverse effects on health presented by 
the device. Additionally, FDA notes that 
no such alleged effects have been 
reported to the agency's Device 
Experience Network (DEN). 

2. The materials that contact the eye 
that are used in the device have been 
shown to be generally acceptable and to 
have known acceptable properties (Ref. 
1). FDA's guidelines for toxicological, 
microbiological, and clinical evaluation 
of contact lenses and guidelines for 
contact lens manufacturing controls 
have been used by contact lens 
manufacturers for premarket clearance 
submissions (NDA’s and PMA’s) for the 
past 10 years (Ref. 2). A guideline 
developed by the former U.S. 
Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group 
describes test methods used to evaluate 
acute eye irritation (Ref. 3). Autian 
provides additional information on 
toxicological evaluation of biomaterials 
(Ref. 4), and Galin, et al., provide data 
on the use of tissue culture methods to 
test toxicity of ocular plastic materials 
(Ref. 5). 

3. Current methods of chemical and 
physical analyses of materials allow 
determination of purity, structure, and 
solubility of polymers, and the presence 
of trace elements (Ref. 6). 

4. FDA believes that clinically 
significant properties and design 
characteristics of the device include 
total effective oxygen transport to the 
cornea by gas permeability and tear 
pumping; degree of surface wetting; 
dimensional stability under normal use, 
including cleaning and handling; optical 
transmission and refractivity; tensile 
and flexural strength and recovery from 
deformation; and abrasion and impact 
resistance. By including in this proposal 
only those daily wear optically spherical 
hydrogel (soft) contact lenses that 
consist of the materials identified in the 
proposed regulation and that have 
received premarket approval and any 
contact lenses found by FDA to be 
substantially equivalent to such 
approved lenses, the agency believes the 
clinically significant properties and . 
design characteristics listed above will 
be assured, should any of the lenses 
proposed for reclassification actually be 
reclassified.’ 
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5. FDA recognizes that all the general 
controls provisions of the statute apply 
to the device. Of particular importance, 
however, are the premarket notification 
procedures (21 CFR 807.87), which 
enable FDA to determine substantial 
equivalence, and the current good 
manufacturing practice (GMP) 
regulations (21 CFR Part 820), which 
apply to all devices. To establish that a 
new lens is substantially equivalent to 
any currently marketed lens that is 
reclassified, the manufacturer should be 
prepared to demonstrate substantial 
equivalence in terms including, but not 
limited to, design; composition; optical 
transmission (and homogeneity ) and 
index of refraction; and other physical 
properties including oxygen 
permeability, chemical and physical 
stability, tensile and flexural strength; 
biocompatibility, including cytotoxicity, 
eye irritation, and nonsupport of 
bacterial growth; impurities; leachables; 
heavy metal levels; preservative uptake 
and release; and lens care/cleaning 
regimen compatibility. All these 
properties relate to the basic 
characteristics of the device. To 
establish substantial equivalence, the 
manufacturer also will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with 21 CFR 
Part 820. FDA may permit such a 
showing to be made in a premarket 
notification submission containing a 
detailed description of the methods used 
in, and the facilities and controls used 
for, the manufacture, processing, and 
packing of the device and how such 
methods, facilities, and controls meet 
the requirements of the regulations. 

In the transitional notice, FDA stated 
that some of the types of devices 
formerly regarded by the agency as new 
drugs—including soft contact lenses— 
and for which premarket approval is 
required “may be adequately regulated 
under performance standards.” (See 42 
FR 63474; December 16, 1977.) In that 
notice, FDA also stated: [U]ntil a 
performance standard applicable to any 
{of certain specified products, including 
soft contact lenses] is established and 
becomes effective, that product will 
continue to be subject to premarket 
approval.” A performance standard for 
hydrogel (soft) contact lenses could 
address, among other things, 
biocompatibility, oxygen permeability, 
polymer ratios and other specifics of 
composition, assays for the purity of 
materials, leaching, biodegradability, 
configuration and design, and cleaning 
and disinfection. FDA expressed 
concerns about some of these variables 
and the need for manufacturing controls 
to assure uniform quality in the 1975 
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notice declaring such lenses as new 
drugs. (See section 1.B. above.) 

This proposal to reclassify daily wear 
optically spherical hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses into class I, rather than 
into class II upon the effective date of a 
performance standard promulgated in 
accordance with section 514 of the act, 
is based on FDA's tentative conclusion 
that general controls are sufficient to 
provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of such lenses. 
FDA believes that sufficient information 
exists to establish a section 514 
standard to provide reasonable 
assurance of the safety and 
effectiveness of the device; however, 
FDA does not believe it is necessary to 
establish such a standard to provide 
such assurance. 

FDA notes that in 1975, when the 
agency declared as new drugs all 
contact lenses that did not consist 
entirely of PMMA, there was relatively 
little publicly available information 
about, or experience with, non-PMMA 
lenses, and the materials from which 
such lenses were being manufactured 
had not been shown to be safe of 
effective for use. As discussed in section 
IV of this notice, since the mid-1970's 
daily wear spherical hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses have been marketed in 
substantial numbers in this country, and 
they have abeen shown to be safe and 
effective. FDA believes that this 
marketing experience reflects such 
lenses’ basic biocompatibility and 
nonbiodegradability, and the feasibility 
~ of cleaning and disinfecting them. 
Application of the premarket 
notification requirements set out in 
section 510(k) of the act (21 U.S.C. 
360(k)) and § 807.87 of the regulations, 
including the requirement that 
manufacturers demonstrate substantial 
equivalence to reclassified marketed 
lenses with respect to design, 
composition, optical properties, 
biocompatibility, and other basic 
characteristics of the device referred to 
earlier in this section of the preamble, 
will enable FDA to ensure that only 
daily wear optically spherical hydrogel 
(soft) contact lenses that are safe and 
effective will be marketed. The GMP 
regulations require all manufacturers to 
prepare and implement quality 
assurance programs intended to assure 
that devices will be of uniform quality, 
safe, effective, and otherwise in 
compliance with the act. Application of 
the GMP regulations will enable FDA to 
ensure that only daily wear optically 
spherical hydrogel (soft) contact lenses 
of uniform quality are marketed. For all 
these reasons, FDA believes that a 
performance standard is not necessary 


to assure biocompatibility, 
nonbiodegradability, or the other 
composition and design characteristics 
referred to above, or to ensure the 
manufacture of lenses of uniform 


quality. 
IV. Summary of the Data on Which the 
Proposed Reclassification Is Based 


A. Preclinical Data 


The first hydrogel (soft) contact lens 
was approved by FDA in 1971. Since 
then, about 30 firms have obtained 
approved NDA's (before the 1976 
amendments) or PMA’s (since the 1976 
amendments) for the manufacture and 
distribution of soft contact lenses 
consisting of the materials subject to 
this proposal. At present, approximately 
9 million people in’the United States 
wear such lenses (Ref. 7). Since the 
introduction of hydrogel lenses, few 
reports of adverse reactions or 
complications have been described in 
the literature or submitted to FDA 
through its DEN. FDA recognizes that 
the DEN is wholly voluntary and, as 
such, cannot reasonably be expected to 
receive reports of all adverse reactions 
or complications from hydrogel (soft) 
contact lenses. FDA believes, however, 
that the reports received through the 
DEN are representative of some of the 
types of adverse reactions or 
complications that may result from the 
use of hydrogel lenses. As of September 
1982, the DEN contained 32 reports of 
adverse reactions to such lenses, and 3 
reports of adverse reactions to lenses 
whose type could not be identified (Ref. 
8). None of these reports indicated that 
any serious, irreversible adverse effects 
had occurred as a result of hydrogel 
(soft) contact lens wear. 

Hydrogels are covalently or ionically 
cross-linked hydrophilic polymers (Ref. 
9) that swell in water to form a soft 
elastic gel-like material. Dimensional 
changes due to hydration and the 
general physical properties of soft 
contact lenses are detailed by Larke 
(Ref. 10). For example, the equilibrium 
water content (hydration) of HEMA has 
been shown to be largely independent of 
temperature (Ref. 10). FDA believes, 
therefore, that temperature changes 
associated with removal of lenses from 
storage, and subsequent placement on 
the cornea, will have little influence on 
water content. Use of heat disinfecting 
units likewise will have little effect (Ref. 
10). The equilibrium water content has 
been shown to decrease only slightly 
with increasing sodium chloride 
percentage in the solution, indicating 
that tear flow has only a small influence 
on contact lens water content (Ref. 10). 
Over the range of ocular pH between 7.1 
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and 8.4, the equilibrium water content is 
unchanged (Ref. 10). 

Hydrogel contact lenses are highly gas 
permeable. The gas transmission 
properties of soft contact lenses are 
described by Fatt (Ref. 11). Of the gases 
in air that normally contact the wetted 
surface of the cornea, the most 
important is oxygen, because hypoxia of 
the cornea can result without air 
contact. The oxygen transmissibility 
through these lenses is directly related 
to the degree of hydration, which is 
constant with variations in temperature 
and pH, and is affected only slightly by 
sodium chloride percentage, as 
discussed above. Therefore, oxygen 
transmissibility of the lenses is also 
constant with respect to temperature 
and pH and is affected only slightly by 
sodium chloride percentage. 

Oxgen moves through lens material in 
the form of a dissolved gas (Refs. 11 and 
12). This movement is a function of the 
product of the oxygen diffusion 
coefficient and the oxygen solubility 
(Refs. 12 and 13). Gas permeability of 
hydrogel contact lenses increases 
exponentially with hydration (Refs. 12 
and 13). Thus, a small increase in 
hydration leads to an even larger 
increase in oxygen transmissibility, thus 
supporting the conclusion that the level 
of hydration in the hydrogel lenses 
described below aids in the delivery of 
adequate oxygen to the cornea. 

The optical properties of hydrogel 
contact lenses are described by Bennett 
(Ref. 14). The optical constants of 
plastics in general are affected by 
temperature and humidity (Ref. 14). For 
this reason, it is accepted practice to 
measure the refractive index and lens 
power under standard conditions, which 
conditions can be specified in labeling 
and assured through general controls. 

The PolyHEMA hydrogel contact lens 
is based upon polymer chemistry 
principles introduced by Wichterle and 
Lim (Refs. 15 and 16). This lens has an 
equilibrium water content of 39 percent 
(Ref. 17) and adequately resisis the 
deforming force of the eyelid (Ref. 18). 
Although hydrogel elastic behavior at a 
water content greater than 39 percent 
may be compromised and the lens 
deformed by eyelid pressure, water 
content is only one of the prarameters 
that influence elastic behavior. 
Hydrogels with higher water content can 
have good elastic properties and hence 
be resistant to deformation, depending 
on the polymer structure (Ref. 18). 
Attention to polymer structure is noted 
in the copolymers and graft copolymers 
described below. 

Other ingredients are combined with 
HEMA in a polymer to modify the water 
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content. 1-Vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone, also 
referred to as N-vinyl pyrrolidone, is a 
major ingredient of hydrogel.contact 
lenses. The addition of 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone to HEMA increases the 
level of hydration up to 45 percent in 
one copolymer, 55 percent in another 
(Ref. 17), and 87.2 percent in another 
(Refs. 19 and 20). As noted above, this 
increase results in increased oxygen 
transmissibility and improved corneal 
response. A terpolymer of HEMA, 
methacrylic acid, and 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone has a water content of 66 
percent (Ref. 17). The addition of N-(1,1- 
dimethyl-3-oxobutyl)acrylamide to 
HEMA in one copolymer configuration 
results ina water content of 34 percent 
(Ref. 17). 

A non-HEMA hydrogel lens is 
included in this proposal. A contact lens 
consisting of a terpolymer of 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone, methyl methacrylate, and 
allyl methacrylate has been produced 
with a minimum 63-percent equilibrium 
water content, a high level of hydration 
(Ref. 21). When the water content of this 
lens is between 63 and 78 percent, it is 
as flexible as the polyHEMA contact 
lens (Ref. 13). 

FDA believes that the determination 
of adequate corneal oxygenation with 
the use of hydrogel lenses depends upon 
water content, lens thickness, and other 
design parameters. As discussed in 
section III of this proposal, 
manufacturers should be prepared to 
demonstrate substantial equivalence in 
terms of these and other specifications 
to establish that a new lens is 
substantially equivalent to any currently 
marketed lens that is reclassified. 


B. Clinical Data On Specific Hydrogels 


Each of the hydrogel (soft) contact 
lenses discussed in this section is the 
subject of an approved PMA (or an 
approved NDA that became an 
approved PMA). 

1. Poly (2-hydroxyethyl methacrylate) 
(the polymer made from monomeric 
HEMA). Knoll and Clements (Ref. 22) 
evaluated the safety and effectiveness 
of this lens in a 2-year clinical trial 
involving 1,817 patients. Of these, 1,671 
patients were myopic, 146 were 
hyperopic, and an unspecified number 
were aphakics. All the lenses used in the 
study were manufactured by the spin- 
casting method and were, therefore, 
anterior spherical lenses. All the lenses 
ranged from —1.00 to —9.00 diopters; 
most of the lenses were 13 millimeters 
(mm) in chord diameter and ranged from 
0.09 to 0.36 mm in central thickness. Of 
the initially fitted 1,817 patients, 1,358 
patients (75 percent) were successful 
wearers; 459 patients (25 percent) 
discontinued lens wear, generally 


because they were unable to achieve the 
desired level of visual acuity. Of the 
1,671 myopics, 1,261 patients (75 
percent) were successful. Of the 146 
hyperopics, 97 patients (66 percent) 
were successful. Over 37 percent of the 
successfully fitted patients had been 
previously unsuccessful contact lens 
wearers. Of the 1,358 successful 
wearers, visual acuity was 20/20 or 
better for 70 percent of myopic eyes and 
65 percent of hyperopic eyes, and 20/25 
or better for 97 percent of the myopic 
eyes and 94 percent of the hyperopic 
eyes. This study showed that the 
polyHEMA lens was safe and effective 
for daily wear for the correction of 
myopia in 75 percent of 1,671 patients 
and for the correction of hyperopia in 66 
percent of 146 patients. 

Hill (Ref. 23) compared the clinical 
acceptability of a spin-cast polyHEMA 
contact lens to that of a lathe-cut 
polyHEMA contact lens. Ten patients 
with normal eyes who were successful 
wearers of spin-cast polyHEMA lenses 
had one eye refitted with lathe-cut 
polyHEMA lenses having a diameter of 
13.0 mm and standard thickness of 0.12 
mm. The refitted eye was randomly 
chosen to be the the right or left eye. 
Samples of various lots of both lathe-cut 
and spin-cast lenses were tested by 
having each patient fitted with five 
lenses of the same labeled specifications 
as the best-fitting lens. Patients were 
objectively and subjectively evaluated 
with current and refitted lenses. Two 
types of comparisons were made. Each 
lens type (lathe-cut versus spin-cast) 
was compared for reproducibility within 
that lens type. In addition, the two lens 
types (lathe-cut versus spin-cast) were 
compared with each other for clinical 
acceptability. 

In considering reproducibility, all 
categories (centration, movement, over- 
refraction, quality of vision, comfort, 
and clear endpoint refraction) were 
weighted equally and added. Using this 
method, 86 percent of the lathe-cut 
lenses and 71 percent of the spin-cast 
lenses were found to be clinically equal 
to or better than the original fitted lens 
of each type. The lathe-cut lenses 
showed better reproducibility than the . 
spin-cast lenses in all categories except 
comfort, where 86 percent of spin-cast 
lenses and 74 percent of the lathe-cut 
lenses were equal to or better in 
comfort, when compared to the original 
fitted lens of each type. 

In comparing the clinical performance 
of the two lens types, all categories 
(centration, movement, visual acuity, 
comfort, and over-refraction) were given 
weighted values, with larger numbers 
denoting poorer performance. Lathe-cut 
lenses performed better clinically in all 
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categories except comfort; however, the 
differences between the two lenses were 
small in all categories including comfort. 
In this study, lathe-cut polyHEMA 
contact lenses compared favorably with 
spin-cast polyHEMA lenses with respect 
to clinical acceptability and within-lens 
type reproducibility. 

Harris, et al. (Ref. 24), evaluated 
patient response to each of four different 
types of hydrogel contact lenses 
(polyHEMA; HEMA polymer with N- 
(1,1-dimethyl-3-oxobutyl) and 
acrylamide; HEMA polymer with 1- 
vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone and methyl 
methacrylate copolymer; and HEMA 
polymer with methacrylic acid). Twenty- 
two normal eyes (11 patients, 7 males 
and 4 females, with a mean age of 25.9 
years + 6.6 years) were studied using 
double-blind procedures. All patients 
were new wearers of contact lenses. 
Although some bias may exist in that 
three subjects using the polyHEMA 
lenses were eliminated because the 
lenses would not center properly, there 
is no reason to believe that those 
subjects would not have responded as 
well as the patients who completed the 
study. The patients wore each of the 
four different types of lenses in random 
order for periods of 2 to 3 weeks to 
evaluate and compare their short-term 
responses to the lenses. The 
specifications of the polyHEMA lens 
included a water content of 38.6 percent, 
an index of refraction of 1.43, a diameter 
of 12.5 or 13.6 mm, and center thickness 
ranging from 0.11 to 0.14 mm. After the 
response to one lens was evaluated, lens 
wear was discontinued for several 
weeks after which the procedure was 
repeated with another lens type. 
Successful wear was based on the 
following research criteria: wearing time 
of 8 hours or more per day; absence of 
significant discomfort during wearing 
period; good quality vision with Snellen 
acuity close to that achieved with 
spectacles; normal corneal appearance 
and physiology with less than 7 percent 
swelling after 8 hours wear; and eyes 
that were normal in appearance. A 
patient was considered successful only 
if he or she met all five criteria. 

For the polyHEMA lenses, 8 of 11 
patients (72 percent) were successful 
wearers. The causes of failure were 
discomfort (three patients, five eyes), 
corneal tissue changes (three patients, 
four eyes), poor vision (two patients, 
four eyes), and decreased wearing time 
(one patient, two eyes). The 
combination of causes of failure for each 
patient was not stated. The mean 
corneal thickness changes ranged from 2 
to 3 percent after 6 hours of wear. 
Although these changes were not 
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statistically significant for the different 
lens types evaluated, corneal thickening 
varied directly with lens center 
thickness for each lens type. In this 
study, the majority of patients were 
successfully fitted with the polyHEMA 
lens, which proved to be safe and 
effective during the 2- to 3-week 
evaluation. 

Thompson (Ref. 25) studied the 
response of aphakic patients to three 
lens types within a series of polyHEMA 
plus power contact lenses provided by a 
single manufacturer. All the lenses had 
a diameter of 13.6 mm, but had different 
base curves, which were 6.60 mm, 6.40 
mm, or 6.20 mm. Of the 36 aphakic eyes 
in the study, 28 eyes (78 percent) were 
successfully fitted with 1 of the 3 lens 
types used. Of the 28 eyes, 12 eyes (43 
percent) were fitted with the 6.60 mm 
lens, 11 eyes (39 percent) with the 6.40 . 
mm lens, and 5 eyes (18 percent) with 
the 6.20 mm lens. All patients needed a 
correction from +10.00 to +20.00 
diopters. Good lens-cornea alignment 
and lack of limbal compression 
indicated a proper fit, which was 
evaluated according to the following 
criteria: good centration, acceptable 
movement, crisp retinoscopic reflex, 
clear end-point of over-refraction, and 
stable visual acuity. After 4 weeks of 
wear, visual acuity was 20/30 or better 
for 85 percent of eyes, 20/25 or better for 
45 percent, and 20/20 or better for 14 
percent of the successfully fitted eyes 
studied. No adverse reactions or 
positive physical findings in any of the 
28 successfully fitted eyes could be 
attributed to lens wear. This study 
showed that the availability of three 
polyHEMA lens types with differing 
base curves allowed the successful 
fitting of 78 pecent of aphakic eyes with 
at least one of the lens types. 

Josephson and Caffery (Ref. 26) 
evaluated the use of a polyHEMA 
ultrathin lens series in refitting patients 
who had problems with their previous 
hydrogel lenses. Fifty-seven patients 
whose lenses caused adverse 
physiological responses, did not fit 
properly, produced symptoms such as 
burning, or caused visual complaints - 
were refitted with the ultrathin series of 
polyHEMA lenses. The lenses were 
supplied in diameters of 12 mm or 13.6 
mm and had a center thickness of 0.08 
mm+0.02 mm. Patients were followed 
for 6 months. The criteria for successful 
wear included visual acuity equal to or 
better than the best correctable 
spectacle acuity, no adverse 
physiological response, and no 
subjective complaints. 

Twenty-five of the 57 patients were 
refitted because of previous adverse 


physiological responses such as edema, 
excess dilatation of limbal 
microvasculature, epithelial staining, 
superior corneal irritation, and 
neovascularization. All 25 patients were- 
successfully refitted with the polyHEMA 
ultrathin lens. Twenty-six of the 57 
patients were refitted because of 
unacceptable fit with other hyrogel 
lenses. Of these, 24 patients (92 percent) 
were fitted successfully with the 
polyHEMA ultrathin lens. The two 
unsuccessfully refitted patients 
continued to have fitting problems 
because of unacceptable centration. 
Twenty-seven patients had had 
unacceptable symptoms with their 
previous hydrogel lenses. The symptoms 
included itching, scratching, awareness 
of lenses, discomfort and irritation, 
dryness, burning and stinging, halos 
around lights, and light sensitivity. The 
symptoms of 18 of these 27 patients (67 
percent) were reduced by refitting with 
the polyHEMA ultrathin lens. The 
lowest success rate occurred among 
patients who had had complaints about 
the vision or visual acuity achieved with 
their previous lenses. Eleven patients 
reported symptons of intermittent blur, 
increased blurring with longer wear 
time, and constant lack of crisp visual 
acuity. Five of the 11 patients (45 
percent} had better vision after they 
were refitted with the ultrathin lens. 

Because of the decreased thickness of 
the ultrathin lens, patients were 
instructed to handle the lenses in a 
manner which would reduce damage to 
the lenses. During the 6-month followup, 
22 lenses were damaged. Of these, three 
were replaced because of surface 
deposits, and the rest were replaced 
because the lenses had torn or chipped. 
Although they were successfully refitted 
with the ultrathin lens, some patients 
later reported reduced subjective vision 
and mild unspecified symptoms. At the 
conclusion of the study, 44 of the 57 
patients (77 percent) were successful 
wearing the ultrathin lens. Thus, the 
ultrathin lens proved to be safe and 
effective and particularly useful in 
solving fitting and physiological- 
response problems. 

2. HEMA polymer with methacrylic 
acid. In a 3-month clinical trail involving 
107 patients (39 females), Jackson (Ref. 
27) studied the safety and effectiveness’ 
of a lens composed of a copolymer of 
HEMA with methacrylic acid. Of the 107 
patients, 100 were myopic, 3 hyperopic, 
and 4 astigmatic. Patients with corneal 
pathology, low tear break-up time, or 
health problems contraindicating soft 
contact lens wear were excluded from 
the study. The criteria used to evaluate 
lens performance include: fitting 
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characteristics, visual acuity, 
physiological reponse measured by 
keratometry and biomicroscopy, 
comfort, wearing time, and durability. 
The lens studied had a chord diameter 
of 15.0 mm and a center thickness 
ranging from 0.10 mm to 0.18 mm for 
minus power lenses and 0.15 mm to 0.40 
mm for plus power lenses. The water 
content was 60 percent by weight. 
Standard base curves were 8.8 mm for 
minus power lenses and 9.0 mm for plus 
power lenses. All plus power lenses and 
minus power lenses of —1.50 or more 
were lenticularized (constructed with a 
carrier rim surrounding the central 
optical zone). Of the 107 patients fitted 
with this lens, 8 discontinued lens wear. 
The reasons for discontinuance included 
discomfort (two patients), inability to 
insert the lens (two patients), decreased 
tear flow (one patient), insufficient 
visual acuity (one patient), insufficient 
durability (one patient), and 
complications from previous contact 
lens wear which had not improved (one 
patient). 

Ninety-nine patients (93 percent) were 
successful wearers. For these patients, 
visual acuity was similar to that found 
with other daily wear soft contact 
lenses. The lenses included in this study 
were comfortable and caused minimal 
edge awareness. Most patients were 
able to wear the lenses for a full day; 
the patients who were unable to wear 
the lenses all day achieved a minimum 
of 12 hours wear per day. In this study, 
the lens composed of a copolymer of 
HEMA with methacrylic acid was 
shown to be safe and effective in a high 
percentage (93 percent) of patients fitted 
with the lens. 

In the study by Harris, et al. (Ref. 24), 
described in section IV.B.1. of this 
preamble, the response of patients to 
four different types of hydrogel contact 
lenses was evaluated. The specifications 
of the lenses composed of a copolymer 
of HEMA with methacrylic acid 
included: a water content of 42.5 
percent; an index of refraction of 1.43, a 
diameter of 13.0 mm, and center 
thickness ranging from 0.12 to 0.22 mm. 
Of the 11 patients (22 eyes) studied, 7 
patients (63 percent) were successfully 
fitted. The causes of failure of the four 
unsuccessfully fitted patients included. 
poor vision (three patients, five eyes), 
corneal tissue changes (two patients, 
three eyes), decreased wearing time 
(one patient, two eyes) and discomfort 
(one patient, two eyes). The 
combination of causes of failure for each 
patient was not stated. This lens proved 
to be safe and effective in the seven 
successfully fitted patients (63 percent) 
during the 2- to 3-week evaluation. 
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3. HEMA polymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone. Espy (Ref. 28) evaluated 
this lens in 100 preselected patients. 
Patients visiting an eye clinic and 
desiring soft contact lenses were chosen 
for the study over a 1-year period. 
Followup ranged from 3 to 15 months. Of 
the 100 patients, 74 were females, 26 
were males. Eighty-one percent were 
myopic, 15 percent were hyperopic, and 
4 percent were aphakic. They ranged in 
age from 10 to over 70 years, with 64 
percent from 20 to 39 years of age. 
Although many of the patients were 
first-time contact lens wearers, some 
had been unsuccessful wearers of hard 
or other soft contact lenses. Patients 
included in the study were limited to 
those whose lenses fulfilled the 
following criteria: stability, comfort, 
maximum visual acuity, extension 
beyond the limbus no less than 1 mm in 
all directions, and movement downward 
1 to 3 mm during upward gaze on the 
blink. Patients with more than 2.0 to 2.5 
diopters of astigmatism and those who 
were unable to be fit satisfactorily with 
trail lenses were excluded from the 
study. The total number of patients 
screened was not stated. 

The lens used in the study was a 
lathe-cut spherical lens with a posterior 
circumferential channel and 
lenticularized anterior periphery. The 
water content was 54 percent by weight. 
When properly fitted, the lens diameter 
was approximately 2 mm larger than the 
cornea, thereby extending beyond the 
limbal area. The lens diameters were 
14.0, 14.5, 15.0, 15.5, or 16.0 mm. The 
base curve was spherical but flatter 
than the corneal curvature. The lenses 
were available in powers between 
+20.00 and —20.00 diopters. All plus 
powers and high minus lenses required 
a lenticular configuration because of the 
large size of the lens. Both standard and 
thin series of thicknesses were 
available. 

Of the 100 patients fitted with the lens 
being studied, visual acuity was 20/30 or 
better for 96 percent, 20/25 or better for 
88 percent, and 20/20 or better for 64 
percent. No significant change in 
keratometry readings occurred after 
wearing the lenses during the period of 
followup. There were 10 failures, 3 
because of poor vision and 7 attributed 
to lack of motivation to care for the 
lenses. The lens proved to be safe and 
effective in 90 percent 100 preselected 
patients. FDA recognizes that the high 
degree of success can be attributed to 
the careful preselection of patients. The 
agency believes, however, that such 
preselection is common in clinical 
practice, and therefore does not detract 
from the validity of the study. 


Binder (Ref. 29) studied the response 
to extended wear of the lens composed 
of a copolymer of HEMA with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone in 20 volunteers with 
normal eyes who had never worn 
contact lenses. Each patient had a 
complete ocular examination, and the 
right eye was fitted with a thin hydrogel 
contact lens composed of a copolymer of 
HEMA with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone. 
Patients were followed for 12 weeks. 
Antibiotic drops were placed on the eye 
four times a day. The lens used in the 
study had a diameter of 15.0 to 15.5 mm, 
center thickness of 0.09 mm, water 
content of 45 to 54 percent, and 
refractive index of 1.43. The powers 
ranged from —0.75 to +0.75 diopter. 

Of the 20 patients initially fitted, 17 
completed the study. Fourteen were 
female and 3 were male, with an age 
range from 19 to 49 years. Two of the 
three patients who did not complete the 
study developed ocular symptoms 
including discomfort after several days 
of continuous wear. The third patient 
discontinued the study for reasons 
unrelated to lens wear. Loss of lenses 
from the eye ranged from zero to seven 
times per patient. Lens loss was 
attributed to forceful blinking after 
rubbing the eyelids and emotional 
tearing. Fourteen of the 17 patients 
developed anterior lens deposits, the 
earliest occurring at 3 weeks and the 
latest at 12 weeks. There were no cases 
of gross corneal edema. 

Thirteen patients had visual acuity of 
20/20 after 12 weeks. Three patients had 
a decrease of one line of acuity, and one 
patient had a decrease of three lines 
after 12 weeks. Acuity returned to 20/20 
in all four patients, 3 weeks after 
removal of the contact lenses. Fourteen 
patients had no change in their 
refractions, Of the three remaining 
patients, one gained 0.50 diopter of 
myopia, and two gained 0.75 diopter of 
myopia. One of the latter patients had a 
decrease in visual acuity to 20/25. 
Fifteen patients had no changes in 
central corneal keratometry readings. Of 
the two patients showing keratometric 
changes, one was associated with 
decreased visual acuity (to 20/40). Three 
weeks after removal of the lens, visual 
acuity returned to 20/20. Increased 
corneal thickness ranging from 0.04 to 
0.10 mm occurred in eight patients. After 
12 weeks of wear, two patients had 
decreased visual acuity associated with 
increased corneal thickness. 

The thin continuous-wear lenses used 
in this study were shown to be safe, 
effective, and well tolerated in the 
majority of patients for 12 weeks. 
Although the contact lenses being . 
proposed for reclassification are limited 
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to daily wear, FDA believes the results 
of this extended wear study support the 
conclusion that the lens composed of a 
copolymer of HEMA with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone is safe and effective for 
daily wear. If a contact lens can safely 
and effectively be worn on the eye 
continuously for days, weeks, or 
months, FDA believes that the same lens 
can be expected to be safe and effective 
for daily wear. 

FDA believes that the studies 
discussed in this section show that the 
hydrogel contact lens composed of a 
copolymer of HEMA with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone is safe and effective. The 
agency recognizes, however, that 
corneal staining has been documented 
with the thin series of these lenses. 
Kline and Deluca (Ref. 30) surveyed 85 
patients (170 eyes) selected at random 
who were wearing hydrogel thin contact 
lenses of this composition. Seventy-eight 
percent of the patients were female; 22 
percent were male. The mean age was 
29 years, with a range from 16 to 56 
years of age. Keratometry readings 
ranged from 40.00 to 47.50 diopters. The 
lenses worn by these patients ranged in 
power from —0.75 to —8.50 diopters. 
Lens diameters were 14.5, 15.0, 15.5, or 
16.0 mm. All lenses extended beyond the 
limbus, at a minimum of 0.75 mm nasally 
and temporally, and 0.50 mm superiorly 
and inferiorly in primary gaze. Vertical 
movement of the lens in the primary 
gaze ranged from zero to 1.50 mm. 

The cornea was examined for staining 
following 3 hours or more of lens wear 
and within 5 minutes of lens removal. Of 
the 170 eyes studied, 55 eyes (32 
percent) representing 32 of 85 patients 
(37.7 percent) showed some degree of 
pitting stain. Of the eyes studies, 36 eyes 
(21 percent) showed light staining; 10 
eyes (6 percent) showed moderate 
staining, and 9 eyes (5 percent) showed 
heavy corneal staining. Thirty-six 
percent of males and 31 percent of 
females had staining. Symptoms of 
burning, pain, and redness were present 
in seven eyes (one with moderate 
staining and six with heavy staining). 
All patients with light staining were 
asymptomatic. The degree of staining 
was correlated with keratometry 
readings and several lens parameters. 
Some parmeters, e.g., steeper fit and 
lower power, indicated a greater 
incidence of staining; however, no 
statistically significant correlations 
were found. Because the results of this 
study did not show conclusively a 
definite cause of staining, it was 
suggested that the staining may be 
machanical in nature, caused by the 
posterior lens surface rubbing against 
the cornea. Most of the lenses used in 
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the study had steep base curves (9.2 mm 
and 9.5 mm) manufactured with a 
posterior circumferential channel. 
Because the staining occurred primarily 
in the region of the channel and the lens 
level, it was suggested that flatter 
nonchannel lenses be fitted. The authors 
note that they have observed a reduced 
incidence of staining when they initially 
fitted patients with flatter nonchannel 
lenses and, in some cases, refitting with 
these lenses eliminated corneal staining. 
FDA believes that the possibility of 
corneal staining presented by the thin 
series of the hydrogel lens composed of 
a copolymer of HEMA with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone does not raise any 
significant safety concerns, and is, 
therefore, proposing to reclassify all 
such currently marketed hydrogel 
contact lenses. 

4. HEMA polymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone and methacrylic acid. 
Stark and Martin (Ref. 31) have studied 
the long-term effects of an extended 
wear contact lens made from this 
terpolymer and used for the correction 
of myopia. The water content of the lens 
was 71 percent. The myopic powers 
ranged from —0.50 to —18.00 diopters. 
Diameters ranged from 12.0 to 14.0 mm. 
Oxygen permeability ranged from 67 
percent to 38 percent and varied 
indirectly with the central thickness 
(0.10 mm to 0.43 mm). 

The 207 eyes of 106 patients who had 
successfully worn the lens for 4 to 8 
years (median, 4.94 years) were 
evaluated. A total of 346 patients had 
been fitted with the lens for myopia over 
a 4-year period. Of these 346 patients, 
172 patients (50 percent) previously had 
been examined by practitioners and 
were known to be successfully wearing 
contact lenses. Of these 172 patients, 106 
agreed to participate in the study. 
Eighty-seven (25 percent ) of the initially 
fitted 346 patients discontinued lens 
wear. Fifty-seven patients (16 percent) 
discontinued using the lens for 
nonmedical reasons and 30 patients (9 
percent) discontinued using the lens for 
lens-related reasons. Of the 106 patients 
studied, 72 were female and 34 were 
male. The ages ranged from 18 to 73 
years with a mean age of 34.3 years. All 
patients except one wore the lens 
continuously for at least 2 months. One 
patient removed the lens for cleaning 
every 4 weeks. Forty of the 106 patients 
wore the lens continuously for 6 months 
or more. 

With the contact lens in place, visual 
acuity was 20/30 or better in 82.1 : 
percent of 207 eyes (106 patients) and 
20/40 or better in 95.2 percent of the 
eyes. Ten eyes (4.8 percent) had visual 
acuity less than 20/40. Of the 10 eyes, 1 


had macular degeneration, 1 was 
amblyopic, and 3 has astigmatism 
greater than 1 diopter. Twenty-seven of 
the 106 patients (13 percent) showed 
abnormal physiological findings. 
Neovascularization with vessels 
extending more than 1.5 mm in from the 
limbus occurred in 18 patients (9 
percent); mild punctate corneal staining 
occurred in 7 patients (3 percent) and 
mild conjunctival injection occurred in 2 
patients (1 percent). There were no 
cases of corneal edema or apical corneal 
scarring. 

A chart review of 153 patients known 
to be successful wearers of the lens but 
who did not return for examination to 
participate in the study, revealed 5 of 
153 patients who developed 
conjunctivitis. There were no reported 
cases of corneal scarring or visual loss. 
Of the 30 patients who discontinued lens 
wear for lens-related reasons out of a 
total of 346 studied retrospectively, 25 
patients (83.3 percent) developed 
conjunctivitis, generally of the follicular 
type. Corneal abrasion developed in 4 of 
the 30 patients and sterile punctate 
keratitis developed in 1 of the 30 
patients. No complications resulted in 
reduced visyal acuity. Lens replacement 
averaged 0.68 lens per patient per year 
and was not a factor in patients who 
discontinued lens use. Thus, the results 
of this study show that this lens was 
safe and effective for extended wear use 
in the correction of myopia. FDA 
believes that the results of this extended 
wear study support the conclusion that 
the lens composed of a terpolymer of 
HEMA with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone and 
methacrylic acid is safe and effective for 
daily wear. 

In the Study by Cavanagh, et at. (Ref. 
32), also described in section IV. B.7., 
the safety and effectiveness of an 
extended wear hydrogel contact lens 
composed of a terpolymer of HEMA 
with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone and 
methacrylic acid was evaluated. The 
patients included in the study were 
referred by ophthalmologists for 
extended wear aphakic contact lenses 
under FDA approved clinical trial 
protocols and local institutional reviews 
for human subjects. Ninety-two eyes of 
78 patients (42 female, 36 male) were 
fitted with the lens. The patients, who 
ranged in age from 48 to 86 years, were 
followed from 1 to 3 years. The research 
criteria used to assess successful wear 
included corrected visual acuity, 
absence of subjective discomfort or 
complaint, and absence of abnormalities 
including vascular congestion or 
ingrowth, corneal edema, infection, and 
iritis. 


53419 


Excluding patients known to be 
wearing the lens comfortably but unable 
to keep followup appointments, 54 of 66 
patients (82 percent) were successful 
wearers of the lens. Twelve patients 
were discontinued due to lens loss, len: 
movement, or unsatisfactory vision. In 
90 percent of eyes fitted, the lens was 
worn continuously for 3 months or more, 
followed by removal of the lens for 
cleaning. In 10 percent of eyes fitted, the 
lens was worn continuously less than 3 
months and in 5 percent the lens was 
worn continuously less than 1 month. 
Lens replacement averaged one lens 
every 2 years for one-half of the eyes 
fitted. The study showed that this 
hydrogel lens was safe and effective for 
extended wear use in aphakic patients 
who were carefully selected, fitted, 
educated, and followed. FDA believes 
that the results of this study support the 
conclusion that daily wear use of this 
lens is safe and effective. 

5. HEMA ploymer with 1-vinyl-2- 
pyrrolidinone and methyl methacrylate. 
Koetting (Ref. 33) studied this lens in a 
6-month clinical trial in 59 patients (114 
eyes) randomly selected from an 
optometric contact lens practice. The 
lens had a water content of 42.5 percent 
Lens power ranged from plano to —9.75 
diopters. Diameter was 13.0 mm. Central 
thickness ranged from 0.12 mm to 0.22 
mm. Fifty-three percent of the patients 
had been previously unsuccessful with 
PMMaA or other hydrogel contact lens 
wear; 10 percent of the patients reported 
previous successful lens wear. Only 
those patients who refused to 
participate or who required lenses 
beyond the available range were 
excluded from the study. Of the 59 
patients studied, 39 were female, and 20 
were male. The ages ranged from 18 to 
42 years with a mean age of 24.8 years. 
Uncorrected visual acuity ranged from 
20/30 to worse than 20/400 with 95 
percent worse than 20/60. 

Of the 114 eyes studied, 10 eyes were 
excluded from visual acuity percentages 
because of undefined “unusual 
monocular situations.” Eighty-six of 104 
eyes (83 percent) were corrected to 20/ 
20 and 98 of 104 eyes (94 percent) were 
corrected to 20/30 or beter. Thirty-nine 
of 59 patients (66 percent) continued 
lens wear for an average of 14.1 hours a 
day by the conclusion of the study. Only 
11 patients (18 percent) withdrew for 
reasons of acuity or discomfort. No 
significant physiological abnormalities 
were associated with lens wear. 
Transitory symptons of mild injection (5 
percent of patients) and mild corneal 
edema (37 percent of patients) occurred 
during the first week of lens wear but 
subsequently disappeared. The lens i 
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used in this study was shown to be safe 
and effective for the majority of patients 
evaluated. 

This lens type was included in the 
study conducted by Harris, et al. (Ref. 
24) (see section IV.B.1.), to evaluate 
short-term patient response to four 
different hydrogel lenses. The lens 
composed of a terpolymer of HEMA 
with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone and methyl 
methacrylate had a water content of 45 
percent. The index of refraction was 
1.43; the diameters were 15.0, 15.5, or 
16.0 mm; and the center thickness 
ranged from 0.12 to 0.22 mm. Of 11 
patients studied, 7 patients wore this 
lens type successfully. The causes of 
failure were discomfort (two patients, 
four eyes), corneal tissue changes (two 
patients, two eyes), poor vision (one 
patient, two eyes), and decreased 
wearing time (one patient, two eyes). 
The combination of causes of failure for 
each patient was not stated. For the 2- to 
3-week evaluation of short-term patient 
response, the lens was shown to be safe 
and effective for 7 patients (63 percent 
of the 11 patients studied). ; 

6. HEMA polymer with N-(1,1- 
dimethyl-3-oxobutyl)-acrylamide. 
Binder and Woodward (Ref. 34) 
compared this lens, which is moderately 
hydrophilic, to a highly hydrophilic 
hydrogel contact lens for extended wear 
correction of myopia and aphakia. (The 
highly hydrophilic lens is discussed in 
section IV.B.7.) The lens was available 
with an equilibrium water content of 45 
percent and 55 percent. Of 64 patients 
originally referred for the fitting of 
extended wear contact lenses, 43 (70 
eyes) were studied. Of the 70 eyes, 56 
were fitted with the moderately 
hydrophilic lens; 32 were myopic, and 24 
were aphakic. The lenses were removed 
weekly for cleaning, following the 
manufacturer's protocol. Followup 
ranged from 2 to 20 months. Patients 
who were able to wear the lenses 
continuously for more than 2 weeks 
while maintaining their best corrected 
visual acuity were considered 
successful. Of the 56 eyes fitted with 
this lens, 45 eyes (80 percent) were fitted 
successfully and 11 eyes (20 percent) 
were discontinued from the study. The 
reasons for discontinuance included 
lack of patient motivation, ocular 
irritation, and corneal edema. Various 
lens parameters and patient factors 
were analyzed to determine trends 
associated with failures; however, no 
statistically significant associations 
were found. Analysis of the corrected 
visual acuity revealed that 100 percent 
of eyes studied achieved visual acuity of 
20/40 or better; 91 percent achieved 
visual acuity of 20/30 or better. 


An average of 2.8 lens changes per 
eye per year were required during the 
study to maintain best corrected visual 
acuity. The reasons for lens changes 
included lens chipping, lens tearing, lens 
deposits, lens loss, and refractive error 
changes unassociated with changes in 
corneal curvature or thickness. Eighty 
percent of these changes occurred in the 
first 2 months of lens wear. Although 
lens deposits were the most frequent 
complication in the series, only 6 of 198 
lens changes were caused by deposits. 
Two myopic eyes became congested and 
4 developed redness consistent with 
adenoviral keratoconjunctivitis. Viral 
cultures were negative and symptoms 
cleared after removal of the lens. 
Preservatives in the disinfection 
solutions were suspected to cause these 
reactions. No other adverse reactions 
associated with the use of accessories 
were reported. 

The moderately hydrophilic contact 
lens used in this study for extended 
wear was shown to be safe and 
effective in 80 percent of eyes studied. 
The importance of careful patient 
selection and frequent, careful followup 
examinations was repeatedly stressed 
as a prerequisite to a high success rate. 
FDA believes that the results of this 
extended wear study support the 
conclusion that this lens is safe and 
effective for daily wear. 

In the study by Harris, et al. (Ref. 24) 
(see section IV.B.1.), short-term patient 
response to four different hydrogel 
contact lenses, including the lens 
composed of a copolymer of HEMA with 
N-(1,1-dimethy]-3-oxobutyl)acrylamide 
was evaluated. These lenses had a 
water content of 45 percent; an index 
refraction of 1.43; diameters of 15.0, 15.5, 
or 16.0 mm; and a center thickness 
ranging from 0.04 to 0.08 mm. Of the 11 
patients (22 eyes) studied, 7 patients (63 
percent) were successfully fitted with 
this lens. The causes of failure included 
corneal tissue changes (three patients, 
five eyes), discomfort (two patients, four 
eyes), and decreased wearing time (two 
patients, four eyes). The combination of 
causes of failure for each patient was 
not stated. For the 2- to 3-week 
evaluation of short-term patient 
response, the lens was shown to be safe 
and effective for 7 patients (63 percent 
of the 11 patients studied). — 

7. 1-Vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone polymer 
with methyl methacrylate and allyl 
methacrylate. In the long-term study 
discussed in section IV.B.4., Cavanagh, 
et al. (Ref. 32), evaluated the 
effectiveness of several extended wear 
hydrogel lenses, including a lens 
composed of a terpolymer of 1-viny]-2- 
pyrrolidone with methyl methacrylate 
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and allyl methacrylate. One hundred 
eighty-two patients (250 aphakic eyes) 
were fitted with this lens type over a 19- 
month period. Of these, 154 patients 
(221 eyes) were wearing contact lenses at 
the conclusion of the study. The data 
collected on the first 168 patients (241 
eyes) were subjected to computer 
analysis. In this group, 211 eyes (146 
patients) were successful and 30-eyes 
(22 patients) were discontinued. Fifty- 
three percent of the failures occurred in 
the first 4 weeks and 87 percent had 
failed by 12 weeks. No failures occurred 
in this group after 6 months. Forty-one 
percent of patients and 36 percent of 
eyes had lenses replaced within a 1-year 
period. Lens replacements were due to 
lens loss, lens damage (cracking), 
discomfort, and inadequate optical lens 
power. Lens deposits occurred in 11 
percent of patients fitted. Poor 
motivation for followup visits (10 
patients), fitting problems (8 patients), 
and unacceptable visual acuity (4 
patients) accounted for 22 failures. The 
only adverse responses included mild 
ocular irritation which ceased after lens 
removai. Thirteen percent of the patients 
needed to remove the lens for cleaning 
at intervals of less than 3 months; 6 
percent of the patients at intervals of 
less than 1 month. The results of this 
study show that the extended wear use 
of this lens for over 80 percent of 
aphakic patients fitted was safe and 
effective. FDA believes that the results 
of this study support the conclusion that 
daily wear use of this lens is safe and 
effective. 

In the study by Binder and Woodward 
(Ref. 34) discussed in section IV.B.6., this 
lens, which is highly hydrophilic, was 
compared to a moderately hydrophilic 
hydrogel contact lens for extended wear 
correction of myopia and aphakia. The 
lens composed of a terpolymer of 1- 
vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone with methyl 
methacrylate and allyl methacrylate had 
a water content of 79 percent. Patients 
were considered successfully fitted if 
they maintained their best corrected 
visual acuity while wearing the lens 
continuously for more than 2 weeks. 
Only two myopic patients were fitted 
with this lens and both were successful. 
Nine of 12 aphakic patients (75 percent) 
were successfully fitted. Of the three 
failures, two patients who developed 
edema with the moderately hydrophilic 
lens used in this study also developed 
edema with the highly hydrophilic lens. 
These patients were successfully 
switched to daily wear lenses. One 
patient initially fitted with the high 
water content contact lens experienced 
decreased visual acuity and corneal 
edema and was successfully switched to 
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a daily wear PMMA contact lens. This 
study showed that in patients whe were 
carefully selected, fitted, and followed, 
the highly hydrophilic lens was safe and 
effective for the correction of aphakia in 
75 percent of 12 patients and myopia in 
100 percent of 2 patients. 

Reported disadvantages of all 
hydrogel contact lenses included 
dehydration, spoilage, and bacterial 
contamination. The importance of 
adequate hydration of hydrogel contact 
lenses in repeatedly stressed in the 
literature and is discussed in detail - 
throughout this section. Fungal 
infiltration is rare (Ref. 35). Such 
infection has been known to occur in 
cases of inadequate disinfection, which, 
by inference, is also rare. Spoilage or 
deterioration of hydrogel lenses due to 
extraneous lens deposits, physical and 
chemical changes in the lens materials, 
or microbial invasion necessitates more 
frequent replacement of hydrogel lenses 
that rigid contact lenses (Refs. 36 
through 39). FDA believes that this 
aspect of soft contact lens use is a factor 
to be considered when deciding whether 
to use the device. The inclusion in 
labeling of information about spoilage or 
deterioration of hydrogel lenses can be 
assured by the general controls 
provisions of the act. FDA believes that 
the higher level of lens replacement 
among hydrogel users is acceptable 
when balanced against the improved 
comfort and other factors discussed in 
this section of the preamble. 


V. Risks to Health 


The risks associated with the use of 
the device include: (1) Corneal infection 
that may result from lens or lens care 
solution contamination; (2) corneal 
abrasion that may occur from a torn lens 
or poor lens design or fit: (3) corneal 
edema that may occur if lens material or 
design prevents adequate delivery of 
oxygen to the cornea; (4) corneal 
vascularization that may result from 
inflammation or as a result of corneal 
edema: (5) corneal damage that may 
result from wearing a lens that has been 
soaked in a solution that is intended for 
use with conventional (hard) contact 
lenses and that should not be used with 
hydrogel contact lenses; (6) eye 
irritation from short-term exposure of a 
hypertonic lens: (7) excessive tearing, 
unusual eye secretions, and photophobia 
that may occur as a result of lens wear, 
the exact cause of which would have to 
be determined from patient 
examination; and (8) giant papillary 
conjunctivitis, the exact cause of which 
is unknown. 


VI. Public Comment 


FDA invites comments on all aspects 
of the proposal, but particularly on the 
following issues: 

1. Do the data presented in this 
proposal constitute sufficient “valid 
scientific evidence” of safety and 
effectiveness to support reclassification 
of each of the seven marketed hydrogel 
lenses identified in the proposed 
regulation? FDA especially is interested 
in the sufficiency of the clinical data 
presented for the lathe-cut polyHEMA 
lens, the ultrathin series of the 
polyHEMA lens, the HEMA polymer 
with methacrylic acid lens, the thin 
series of the HEMA polymer with 1- 
viny]-2-pyrrolidinone lens, the HEMA 
polymer with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone 
and methyl methacrylate lens, and the 
HEMA polymer N-(1,1-dimethy]-3- 
oxobutyljacrylamide lens. 

a. If not, what additional publicly 
available data are there to support 
reclassification? 

b. If so, are general controls sufficient 
to provide reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device? 

c. If general controls are not sufficient 
to provided reasonable assurance of the 
safety and effectiveness of the device, is 
there sufficient information to establish 
a performance standard to provide such 
assurance, 

d. If general controls are not 
sufficient, and there is sufficient 
information to establish a performance 
standard to provide reasonable 
assurance of safety and effectiveness of 
the device, is a performance standard 
necessary to assure any of the lens 
properties or design characteristics that 
FDA has identified as “clinically 
significant” (see section III of the 
preamble) or to protect against any of 
the concerns raised in the 1975 notice 
declaring as new drugs all contact lenses 
consisting of polymers other than 
PMMA (see section I.B. of the 
preamble)? 

e. Sheuld any reclassification take 
effect (i) before or (ii) after such a 
standard has been established? 

2. Is there publicly available “valid 
scientific evidence” to support 
reclassification of other than daily wear 
spherical hydrogel lenses? For example, 
should (a) extended wear lenses, (b) 
toric lenses, or (c) other types of 
hydrogel lenses be included in any 
reclassification? If so, what publicly | 
available data are there to support 
reclassification of such other lenses? 

3. With respect to a number of the 
lenses proposed for reclassification, 
FDA has limited data on their use for 
the correction of hyperopia and in sonte 
cases aphakia. May FDA reclassify a 


lens for use in the correction of myopia, 
hyperopia, and aphakia based solely or 
primarily on data showing that the lens 
is safe and effective (a) for the 
correction of myopia? (b) for the 
correction of myopia and aphakia? 

4. Does specifying the materials of 
which the lenses proposed for 
reclassification are principally 
composed adequately identify the lenses 
for the purpose of reclassification? 

5. As discussed in sections III and IV 
of the preamble, the safety or 
effectiveness of a specific hydrogel 
contact lens is affected by its specific 
composition, design, and various other 
clinically significant properties. 

a. Do the data presented in this 
proposal provide sufficient “valid 
scientific evidence” of the safety and 
effectiveness of lenses of any specific 
composition, design, or other 
characteristic? 

b. If the data do not provide this 
evidence, may the identified lenses be 
reclassified because of FDA’s tentative 
decision that the safety and 
effectiveness of composition, design, 
and other clinically significant 
properties of specific lenses can be 
assured through premarket notification 
submissions and substantial 
equivalence determinations? 

6. Is there publicly available “valid 
scientific evidence” to support 
reclassification of hydrogel (soft) 
contact lens accessories, including 
products for cleaning, disinfecting, 
wetting, and storage? If so, what 
publicly available data are there to 
support reclassification of such 
accessories? 


VII. Economic Impact 


As discussed in section I. of this 
proposal, in the November 24, 1981 
notice of intent FDA invited public 
comment on the economic impact of any 
reclassification of daily wear spherical 
hydrogel (soft) contact lenses. Although 
none of the comments presented specific 
data on the economic impact, generally 
the comments from all groups stated 
that reclassification would benefit 
industry and consumers by enabling 
small firms to have access to newer and 
better contact lens materials. Thus, 
competition would increase, costs would 
decrease, and employment would 
increase in these small firms. Also, 
comments generally stated that the 
contact lens reclassification would 
allow small contact lens manufacturing 
firms to compete in the world market. 

All future manufacturers of the 
reclassified devices would be relieved of 
the cost of complying with the 
premarket approval requirements in 
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section 515 of the act. FDA recognizes 
that there may be an economic impact 
on manufacturers marketing devices 
that are the subject of PMA’s and that 
would be reclassified if this proposal 
were adopted and invites comment 
regarding any such impact. The 
magnitude of the economic savings for 
manufacturers resulting from any 
reclassification would depend on the 
extent of premarket approval studies 
that industry would have conducted had 
these requirements remained in effect. 
This parameter cannot be reliably 
calculated to permit the quantification 
of the economic savings. Do any 
manufacturers or other interested 
persons have additional data on the 
economic impact of reclassification? 


After considering the economic 
consequences of reclassifying the device 
as discussed above, FDA certifies that 
this proposal requires neither a 
regulatory impact analysis, as specified 
in Executive Order 12291, nor a 
regulatory flexibility analysis, as 
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(Pub. L. 96-354). 
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List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 886 


Medical devices, Ophthalmic devices. 

Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 513, 
701(a), 52 Stat. 1055, 90 Stat. 540-546 (21 
U.S.C. 360c, 371(a)) and under authority 
delegated to the Commissioner of Food 
and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10), it is proposed 
that Chapter I of Title 21 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations be amended in Part 
886 (which was proposed in the Federal 
Register of January 26, 1982 (47 FR 3694)) 
by adding new § 886.5380, to read as 
follows: 


PART 886—OPHTHALMIC DEVICES 
§ 886.5380 Daily wear spherical hydrogel 
(soft) contact lens. 


(a) Identification. A daily wear 
spherical hydrogel (soft) contact lens is 
a device that is a curved shell with an 
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optically spherical surface providing 
monofocal refraction to be ‘worn by a 
patient directly on the globe or cornea of 
the eye to correct refractive errors and 
that is removed from the eye and 
cleaned daily. A lens subject to this 
section is composed only of the 
following materials and is limited to any 
daily wear optically spherical hydrogel 
(soft) contact lens in commercial 
distribution as of the effective date of 
this regulation or a lens that is 
determined by FDA to be substantially 
equivalent: 

(1)Poly(2-hydroxyethy] methacrylate) 
(the polymer made from monomeric 2- 
hydroxyethyl methacrylate); 

(2) 2-Hydroxyethyl methacrylate 
polymer with methacrylic acid; 

(3) 2-Hydroxyethyl methacrylate 
polymer with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone; 

(4) 2-Hydroxyethy! methacrylate 
polymer with 1-viny]-2-pyrrolidinone 
and methacrylic acid; 

(5) 2-Hydroxyethy! methacrylate 
polymer with 1-vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone 
and methy! methacrylate; 

(6) 2-Hydroxyethyl methacrylate 
polymer with N-(1,1-dimethy]-3- 
oxobutyl)acrylamide; or 

(7) 1-Vinyl-2-pyrrolidinone polymer 
with methyl methacrylate and allyl 
methacrylate. 


These materials are polymerized with 
free radical initiators and cross-linked 
with one of the following: (i) 
Divinylbenzene; (ii) 1,3-propanediol 
trimethacrylate: or (iii) dimethacrylate 
that contains ethylene or ethylene glycol 
units. 

(b) Classification. Class I (general 
controls). 


Interested persons may, on or before 
December 27, 1982, submit to the 
Dockets Management Branch (address 
above) written comments on this 
proposal. Two copies of any comments 
are to be submitted, except that 
individuals may submit one copy. 
Comments are to be identified with the 
name of the device and the docket 
number found in brackets in the heading 
of this document. Received comments 
may be seen in the office above between 

.9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. 
Dated: November 5, 1982. 
Arthur Hull Hayes, Jr., 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 


JFR Doc. 82-32333 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 117 
[CGD 09 82-25] 


Drawbridge Operation Regulations; 
Keweenaw Waterway, Michigan 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


sumMARY: At the request of the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, 
the Coast Guard is considering revising 
the regulations governing the operation 
of the (U.S.—41) highway and Soo Line 
Railroad bridge, mile 10.0, over the 
Keweenaw Waterway between the 
Cities of Houghton and Hancock, 
Houghion County, Michigan, by 
permitting the Michigan Department of 
Transportation to remove drawtenders 
between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. 
during the navigation season. During 
this period of time the draw would be 
required to open on signal if at least a 
one hour notice is given. Also, the 
present schedule requiring at least a 24 
hour notice to have the draw open for 
the passage of a vessel during the winter 
months, January 1 through March 15, 
would be extended to April 15. This 
change is being considered because of 
the small amount of openings during 
these periods of time. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before January 10, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Comments should be 
submitted to and are available for 
examination, during normal business 
hours, at the office of the 
Commander(obr), Ninth Coast Guard 
District, 1240 East Ninth Street, 
Cleveland, Ohio 44199. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Robert W. Bloom, Jr., Chief, Bridge 
Branch, United States Coast Guard, 1240 
East Ninth Street, Cleveland, Ohio 
44199, (216-522-3993). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Interested persons are invited to 
participate in this proposed rule making 
by submitting written views, comments, 
data or arguments. Persons submitting 
comments should include their name 
and address, identify the bridge, and 
give reasons for concurrence with or any 
recommended change in this proposal. 
Persons desiring acknowledgement that 
their comment has been received should 
enclose a stamped self-addressed « 
postcard or envelope. 

The Commander, Ninth Coast Guard 
District, will evaluate all 
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communications received and determine 
a course of final action on this proposal. 
The proposed regulations may be 
changed in the light of comments 
received. 


Drafting instructions: The principal 
persons involved in drafting this 
proposal are: Robert W. Bloom, Jr., 
Chief, Bridge Branch, Ninth Coast Guard 
District, and LCDR J. A. Blocher, 
Assistant Legal Officer, Ninth Coast 
Guard District. 


Discussion of Proposed Regulations 
Records of openings for the draw of 
this bridge from 11 p.m. to 7 a.m. for the 


period April through December are as 
follows: 


1978 | 1979 


~-—77sbQDwano 
eS 

~~ —-o® eouwo 

~#9O 2000 4 


Under present regulations the draw is 
required to open on signal from March 
16 to December 31. From January 1 to 
March 15, at least a 24 hour advance 
notice is required to have the bridge 
open for the passage of a vessel. 


The proposed regulations would 
relieve the bridge owner of having a 
bridgetender on duty during periods 
when navigation on the Keweenaw 
Waterway is negligible. A one hour 
notice would be required between the 
hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. from April 16 
to December 31. From January 1 to April 
15, the bridge would be required to open 
on signal if at least a 24 hour notice is 
given. 


The proposed regulations have been 
reviewed under the provisions of 
Executive Order 12291 and have been 
determined not to be a major rule. In 
addition, these proposed regulations are 
considred to be nonsignificant in 
accordance with guidelines set out in 
Policies and Procedures for 
Simplifications, Analysis and Review of 
Regulations (DOT Order 2100.5 of 5-22- 
80). An economic evaluation has not 
been conducted since its impact is 
expected to be minimal. 


In accordance with section 605(b) of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (94 Stat. 
1164), it is also certified that this rule, if 





53424 


promulgated, will not have a significant 
economic pact on a substantial number 
of small entities. The effects of this 
proposal, as described above, are 
expected to be minimal because of the 
low volume of marine traffice between 
11 p.m. and 7 a.m., and the ability of the 
bridge owner to have a bridgetender at 
the bridge within one hour after being 
notified that a vessel wishes to pass 
through the draw. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 117 
Bridges. 


PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE 
OPERATION REGULATIONS 


In consideration of the foregoing, it is 
proposed that Part 117 of Title 33 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations be 
amended by revising § 117.642 to read 
as follows: 


§ 117.642 Keweenaw Waterway, Mich.; 
Michigan State (U.S.-41) Highway 
Department bridge between Houghton and 
Hancock. 


(a) From April 16 to December 31, 
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 11 p.m. 
the draw shall open on signal. From 11 
p.m. to 7 a.m. the draw shall open on 


signal if at least one hour notice is given. 


(b) From January 1 to April 15 the 
draw shall open on signal if at least 24 
hours notice is given. 

(c) Public vessels of the United States, 
state or local government vessels used 
for public safety, commercial vessels, 
and vessels in distress shall be passed 
through the draw of this bridge as soon 
as possible at any time. 

(d) The owner of or agency controlling 
this bridge shall keep a copy of these 
regulations conspicuously posted both 
upstream and downstream, either on the 
bridge or elsewhere in such a manner 
that it can be easily read from an 
approaching vessel at all times, with 
instructions stating exactly how notice 
is to be given to the authorized 
representative of the bridge owner 
during the unattended periods stated in 
(a) and (b) of this section. 


(33 U.S.C. 499, 49 U.S.C. 1655(g)(2); 49 CFR 
1.46(c)(5), 33 CFR 1.05-1(g)(3)) 


Dated: October 8, 1982. 
Henry H. Bell, 


Rear Admiral, Coast Guard, Commander, 
Ninth Coast Guard District. 


[FR Doc. 82-32465 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army 

33 CFR Part 204 

Pacific Ocean Between Point Sal and 
Point Conception, California; Danger 
Zone 


+ AGENCY: Army Corps of Engineers, 


DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Corps of Engineers 
proposes to amend the regulation which 
established danger zones in the Pacific — 
Ocean near Vandenberg Air Force Base 
(VAFB), California. This amendment, if 
approved, will renumber all the danger 
zones, relocate some of the existing 
interior boundaries and add some 
restrictions to a sensitive danger zone. 
This will cause a decrease in the total 
number of danger zones from eleven to 
nine, with no changes in the perimeter of 
the existing danger zones. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before December 27, 1982. 

ADDRESS: HQDA, DAEN-CWO-N, 
Washington, D.C. 20314. - 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Richard Clark at (213) 688-5606 or 
Mr. Ralph T. Eppard at (202) 272-0200. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Regulations were promulgated under 33 
CFR 204.202 and 204.202a on 11 October 
1960 and 28 May 1971, respectively, to 
govern the use and navigation of danger 
zones located in the Pacific Ocean 
between Point Sal and Point Conception, 
Santa Barbara County, California. These 
danger zones were established to meet 
security requirements of the Western 
Space and Missile Center (WSMC) at 
Vandenberg AFB and exceptional 
hazards to persons and property due to 
missile launches and related activities. 
Regulations 33 CFR 204.202 and 204.202a 
were combined in one regulation 204.202 
on 2 October 1981. 

At the request of the Air Force we are 
proposing the following amendments: 

1. Remove the three-mile radius 
Danger Zone 8 at Purisima Point. 
Sensitive missile programs formerly 
launched from the Purisima Point area 
have been transferred to South 
Vandenberg AFB. 

2. Create a new and larger Danger 
Zone 4 by deleting the boundary 
between old Danger Zone 3 and 4 and 
moving the boundary between old 
Danger Zones 4 and 5 to the mouth of 
the Santa Ynez River. The shifting of 
sensitive launchings to the South 
Vandenberg AFB has caused the area 
between Point Arguello. and the mouth 
of the Santa Ynez River to now require 
more stringent security measures. 
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3. Add a new § 204.202(b) which 
prohibits the stopping or loitering of 
vessels within zone 4 unless prior 
permission is obtained from the 
Commander, Western Space and Missile 
Center (WSMC), at Vandenberg AFB. 
The shifting of sensitive launchings to 
the South Vandenberg AFB has caused 
the area between Point Arguello and the 
mouth of the Santa Ynez River to now 
require more stringent security 
measures. 

4, Renumber the Danger Zones from 
north to south from one (1) through nine 
(9). The original Danger Zones were 
numbered one (1) through eight (8) from 
south:to north starting at a point near 
Jalama Beach Park. Danger Zones nine 
(9), ten (10), and eleven (11) were added 
a few years later and renumbered from 
north to south. Since the Danger Zone 
regulations have been combined and the 
zones realined for visual references, it 
will be easier for fishermen, small craft 
operators, and Air Force staff members 
to recognize the Danger Zone position 
by a number reference. 

Accordingly, we propose to amend 33 
CFR 204.202 by changing paragraphs 
(a)(2) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), 
(viii), (ix), and removing (x) and (xi), add 
a subsection to (b) which will be 
numbered (2) and renumbering the 
subsection in paragraph (b). For clarity 


_ Section 204.202 is reprinted below in its 


entirety. 


Note.—The Corps of Engineers has 
determined that this document does not 
contain a major proposal requiring the 
preparation of a regulatory analysis under 
EO 12044, “Improving Government 
Regulations.” The Corps of Engineers has 
also determined that the relevant provisions 
of the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 do 
not apply to the proposed rule change. 


PART 204—[AMENDED] 
List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 204 


Intergovernmental relations, 
Waterways, Communications, Marine 
safety. 

Accordingly, § 204.202 is proposed to 
be revised to read as follows: 


§ 204.202 Pacific Ocean, Western Space 
and Missile Center (WSMC), Vandenberg 
AFB, California; danger zones. 

(a) The area. (1) The waters of the 
Pacific Ocean in an area extending 
seaward from the shoreline a distance of 
about three nautical miles and basically 
outlined as follows: 


120°40'15" 
120°44’00" 
120°44'00’ 
120°40'30’ 
120°42'15" 
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120°40'12” 
120°42'45" 
120°41'05” 
120°37'29” 
120°30'10” 
120°37'29” 
120°30'00” 
120°27'05" 
120°24'40” 
120°24'40”" 
120°40'15” 


(2) The danger area described in 
paragraph (a)(1) of this section will be 
divided into zones in order that certain 
firing tests and operations, whose 
characteristics as to range and 
reliability permit, may be conducted 
without requiring complete evacuation 
of the entire area. These zones are 
described as follows: 

(i) Zone 1. An area extending seaward 
about three nautical miles from the 
shoreline beginning at Point Sal latitude 
34°54'08”, longitude 120°40'15”; thence 
due west to latitude 34°54'08”, longitude 
120°44’00”; thence to latitude 34°52’48”, 
longitude 120°44’00”; thence latitude 
34°50'00”, longitude 120°40’30”; thence 
due east to the shoreline at latitude 
34°50'00”, longitude 120°35’30”. 

(ii) Zone 2. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at latitude 
34°50'00”, longitude 120°36’30"; thence 
due west to latitude 34°50'00”, Inngitude 
120°40'30”; thence to latitude 34°45'28”, 
longitude 120°42'05”; thence due east to 
the shoreline at Purisima Point latitude 
34°45’28”, longitude 120°38'15”. 

(iii) Zone 3. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at Purisima 
Point latitude 34°45’28”, longitude 
120°38'15"; thence due west to latitude 
34°45'28”, longitude 120°42'05"; thence to 
latitude 34°44’50”, longitude 120°42'15”; 
thence to latitude 34°41'50”, longitude 
120°40'12”; thence due east to the 
shoreline at the mouth of the Santa Ynez 
River latitude 34°41'50”, longitude 
120°36'20”. 

(iv) Zone 4. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at the mouth of 
the Santa Ynez River latitude 34°41'50”, 
longitude 120°36'20"; thence due west to 
latitude 34°41'50”, longitude 120°40'12”; 
thence to latitude 34°35'12”, longitude 
120°42'45”; thence latitude 34°34'32”, 
longitude 120°42’30”; thence due east to 
the shoreline at Point Arguello latitude 
34°34'32”, longitude 120°39'03”. 

(v) Zone 5. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at Point Arguello 
latitude 34°34'32”, longitude 120°39'03"; 
thence due west to latitude 34°34’32”, 
longitude 120°42'30”; thence to latitude 
34°33'00”, longitude 120°41'05"; thence to 


latitude 34°30’40”, longitude 120°37'29”; 
thence due north to the shoreline at 
latitude 34°33'15”, longitude 120°37'29”. 

(vi) Zone 6. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at latitude 
34°33'15”, longitude 120°37'29”; thence 
due south to latitude 34°30’40”, longitude 
120°37'29”; thence due east to the 
shoreline at latitude 34°30'40”, longitude 
120°30'10”. 

(vii) Zone 7. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at latitude 
34°30'40”, longitude 120°30'10”; thence 
due west to latitude 34°30'40", longitude 
120°37'29”; thence to latitude 34°26’56”, 
longitude 120°33'06”; thence due east to 
the shoreline at Point Conception 
latitude 34°26'56”, longitude 120°23'10”. 

(viii) Zone & An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at Point 
Conception latitude 34°26'56”, longitude 
120°28'10"; thence due west to latitude 
34°26'56”, longitude 120°33'06”; thence to 
latitude 34°24'18”, longitude 120°30'00"; 
thence to latitude 34°23'34”, longitude 
120°27'05”; thence shoreward to Point 
Conception latitude 34°26’56”, longitude 
120°28'10”. 

(ix) Zone 9. An area extending 
seaward about three nautical miles from 
the shoreline beginning at Point 
Conception latitude 34°26’56”, longitude 
120°28'10”; thence seaward to latitude 
34°23'34”, longitude 120°27'05”; thence to 
latitude 34°24’21”, longitude 120°24'40"; 
thence due north to the shoreline at 
latitude 34°27'20", longitude 120°24’40”. 

(b) The regulation. (1) Except as 
prescribed in this section or in other 
regulations, danger zones will be open 
to fishing, location of fixed or movable 
oil drilling platforms and general 
navigation without restrictions. 

(2) The stopping or loitering of vessels 
is expressly prohibited within Danger 
Zone 4, between the mouth of the Santa 
Ynez River and Point Arguello, unless 
prior permission is obtained from the 
Commander, Western Space and Missile 
Center (WSMC) at Vandenberg AFB, 
CA. 

(3) The impacting of missile debris 
from launch operations will take place 
in any one or any group of zones in the 
danger areas at frequent and irregular 
intervals throughout the year. The 
Commander, WSMC, will announce in 
advance, the closure of zones hazarded 
by missile debris impact. Such advance 
announcements will appear in the 
weekly “Notice to Mariners.” For the 
benefit of fishermen, small craft 
operators and drilling platform 
operators, announcements will also be 
made on radio frequency 2182 kc, 2638 
kc, VHF channel 6 (156.30 MHZ), VHF 
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channel 12 (156.60 MHZ), and VHF 
channel 16 (156.80 MHZ) for daily 
announcements. Additionally, 
information will be posted on notice 
boards located outside Port Control 
Offices (Harbormasters) at Morro 
Harbors, and any established harbor of 
refuge between Santa Barbara and 
Morro Bay. 

(4) All fishing boats, other small craft, 
drilling platforms and shipping vessels 
with radios are requested to monitor 
radio frequency 2182 kc, 2638 kc, VHF 
channel 6 (156.30 MHZ), VHF channel 12 
(156.60 MHZ), or channel 16 (156.80 
MHZ) while in these zones for daily 
announcements of zone closures. 

(5) When a scheduled launch 
operation is about to begin, radio 
broadcast notifications will be made 
periodically, starting at least 24 hours in 
advance. Additional contact may be 
made by surface patrol boats or aircraft 
equipped with a loudspeaker system. 
When so notified, all vessels shall leave 
the specified zone or zones immediately 
by the shortest route. 

(6) The Commander, WSMC, will 
extend full cooperation relating to the 
public use of the danger area and will 
fully consider every reasonable request 
for its use in light of requirements for 
national security and safety of persons 
and property. 

(7) Where an established harbor of 
refuge exists, small craft may take 
shelter for the duration of zone closure. 

(8) Fixed or movable oil drilling 
platforms located in zones identified as 
hazardous and closed in accordance 
with this regulation shall cease 
operations for the duration of fhe zone 
closure. The zones shall be closed 
continuously no longer than 72 hours at 
any one time. Such notice to evacuate 
personnel shall be accomplished in 
accordance with procedure as 
established between the Commander 
WSMC and the oil industry in the 
adjacent waters of the Outer 
Continental Shelf. 

(9) No seaplanes, other than those 
approved by the Commander, WSMC, 
may enter the danger zones during 
launch closure periods. 

(10) The regulations in this section 
shall be enforced by personnel attached 
to WSMC and by such other agencies as 
may be designated by the Commander, 
WSMC. 

(11) The regulations in this section 
shall be in effect until further notice. 
They shall be reviewed again during 
September 1987. 


Authority: (33 U.S.C. 1, 3) 
Dated: November 15, 1982. 
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Approved: 
Paul F. Kavanaugh, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive 
Director of Civil Works. 
[FR Doc. 82-32452 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-92-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
National Park Service 
36 CFR Part 7 


Great Smoky Mountains National Park; 
Fishing Regulations 


AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: This proposed rulemaking 
will revise 36 CFR 7.14 by streamlining 
fishing regulations to reflect different 
creel limits, sizes, bait restrictions and 
season length in park streams. The 
changes are necessary based on new 
biological data available, outdated 
management programs, and visitor 
complaints on the complexity of current 
regulations. The changes will simplify, 
liberalize and bring park fishing 
regulations in line with current National 
Park Service policy. 

DATE: Written comments, suggestions or 
objections will be accepted until 
December 27, 1982. 

ADDRESS: Comments should be directed 
to: Superintendent, Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park, Gatlinburg, 
Tennessee 37738. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Merrill D. Beal, Superintendent, Great 
Smoky Mountains National Park, 
Telephone (615) 436-5615. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


The National Park Service has the 
dual mission of protecting species in a 
natural ecosystem and providing 
recreational fishing opportunities to the 
public when such an activity will leave 
park resources “unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations.” 16 
US€6,1 : 

Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park has permitted recreational fishing 
since its establishment in the mid-1930's. 
Rainbow trout, an exotic species, was 
introduced into the Southern 
Appalachians region at the turn of the 
century in conjunction with logging 
operations. The rainbow trout has 
successfully precluded the 
recolonization of lost habitat by the 
native brook trout. The German brown 
trout, a sécond exotic species, was 
introduced into the park in 1947, and 
both species were stocked in park 


waters until 1975. These two non-native 
species_constitute 95 percent of the 
recreational creel base, with the native 
smallmouth bass and the redeye (or 
rockbass) making up the remaining five 
percent. Fishing for the native brook 
trout was discontinued in the mid-1970's 
to protect the dwindling populations still 
remaining in the higher elevations. 

The park has evolved through a 
number of fishing regulation changes as 
the need arose and the circumstances 
dictated. The current regulation changes 
are based on recommendations by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a 
result of a two-year survey of low 
elevation streams, the discontinuance of 
a management program, and the need to 
streamline and reduce the complexity of 
current regulations to eliminate 
confusion and inadvertent violations by 
the public. 

The current regulations divide the 
fishery resource basically into three 
categories. These divisions are general, 
sports, and children’s fishing waters. 
The three types of management very in 
permitted creel limits, creel size, season 
length, and bait use. This variety has led 
to visitor confusion and complaints on 
the complexity of the regulations and 
has complicated law enforcement 
efforts. 

Areas of four streams were 
designated for children’s fishing when 
park waters were stocked with fish. An 
interpretive program dealing with these 
activities was scheduled and conducted. 
Streams were stocked twice monthly to 
support the effort. Stocking of all park 
streams was terminated by 1975, and the 
children’s interpretive programs were 
cancelled. However, current regulations 
still reflect this outdated activity. 

A two-year fish survey conducted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
low elevation streams of the park 
suggested that current fishing 
regulations could be liberalized without 
seriously impacting the fishery resource. 
Sufficient natural reproduction and 
recruitment to sustain and perpetuate 
the resource will continue. 

The proposed regulations were 
drafted and submitted to 28 professional 
fishery biologists representing both 
academic and management personnel. 
The draft rules were also submitted to 
local chapters of Trout Unlimited for 
comment. The input received was used 
to modify the proposal’to the format 
appearing in this text. 

The intended action of the regulation 
changes is to: 

a. Delete reference regulations to 
children’s fishing and allow adults as 
well as children to utilize the previously 
closed sections. The children’s fishing 
area concept is no longer supported 
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biologically nor programwise in park 
policy. 

b. Simplify park fishing regulations by 
combining all three categories under one 
set of regulations dealing with a uniform 
creel size, creel limit, bait use and 
season length to lessen visitor confusion 
and to simplify compliance. 

c. Liberalize regulations and allow 
more utilization of the existing resources 
base without adversely affecting it. 
Current regulations are unnecessarily 
restrictive in light of new biological 
data. 

Public Participation 

The policy of the Department of the 
Interior is, whenever practicable, to 
offer the public an opportunity to 
participate in the rulemaking process. 
Accordingly, interested persons may 
submit written comments, suggestions or 
objections to the address noted at the 
beginning of this rulemaking. 


Drafting Information 
The author of this regulation is Stuart 


E. Coleman, Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park. 


Compliance with Other Laws 


Pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
4332), the Service has prepared an 
environmental assessment on this 
proposed rulemaking which is available 
at the address noted above. 

The Service has determined that this 
rulemaking is not a major rule within the 
meaning of E.O. 12291 (46 FR 13193; 
February 19, 1981). With the 
liberalization of fishing regulations as 
small increase of use can be expected. 
The resulting increase may have 
positive effects on surrounding stores 
and establishments selling supplies, 
licenses, and services sought by the 
angling public. However, the net benefit 
is estimated to be very minor in overall 
effect. 

This rule does not contain an 
information colection or recordkeeping 
requirement a defined in the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg. In 
accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601 et seg, the 
Service has determined that the 
regulations proposed in this rulemaking 
will not have a significant economic 
effect on a substantial number of small 
entities, nor does it require the 


. preparation of a regulatory analysis. 


Authority 


Section 3 of the Act of August 25, 1916 
(39 Stat. 535, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 3). 
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List of Subjects in 36 CFR Part 7 
National parks. 


PART 7—{AMENDED] 


In consideration of the foregoing, it is 
proposed to amend § 7.14 of Title 36, 
Code of Federal Regulations by revising 
paragraphs (a)( (4), (6), (7) and (8); by 
removing paragraphs (a) (9) and (10); 
and by redesignating paragraph (a)(11) 
as paragraph (a)(9) and reprinting it for 
the convenience of the reader as 
follows: 


§ 7.14 Great Smoky Mountains National 
Park. 


(a) zee 

(4) Season. Open all year for rainbow 
and brown trout, smallmouth bass, and 
redeye (rockbass). All other fish are 
protected and may not be taken by any 
means. 


* * * * * 


(6) Fish Equipment and Bait. Fishing is 
permitted only by use of one handheld 
rod and line. 

(i) Only artificial flies or lures having 
one signle hook may be used. 

(ii) The use or possession of any form 
of fish bait other than artificial flies or 
lures on any park stream while in 
possession of fishing tackle is 
prohibited. 

(7) Size Limits. All trout or bass 
caught less than the legal length shall be 
immediately returned unharmed to the 
water from which taken. 

(i) No trout or bass less than 7” in 
length may be retained. 

(ii) No size limit on redeye (rockbass). 

(8) Possession Limit. (i) Possession 
limit shall mean and include the number 
of trout, bass or redeye (rockbass) 
caught in park waters which may be in 
possession, regardless of whether they 
are fresh, stored in ice chests, or 
otherwise preserved. A person must 
stop and desist from fishing for the 
remainder of the day upon attaining the 
possession limit. 

(ii) Five fish, trout, bass, or redeye or 
a combination thereof, is the maximum 
number which a person may retain in 
one day or be in possession of at any 
one time. 

(9) The superintendent may designate 
certain waters as Experimental Fish 
Management Waters and issue 
temporary and special rules regulating 
fishing use by posting signs and 
issdance of official public notification. 
All persons shall observe and abide by 


such officially posted rules pertaining to 
these specially designated waters. 


* 


G. Ray Arnett, 

Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks. 

November 1, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32477 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-70-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


[Docket No. 21025-217] 
50 CFR Part 658 


Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico 


AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 


summary: NOAA issues a proposed rule 
amending the regulations for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Shrimp 
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico. NOAA 
proposes to modify, temporarily, the 
boundary of the Tortugas Shrimp 
Sanctuary to reduce the area closed to 
trawl fishing. This action would enable 
fishermen to harvest marketable-sized 
shrimp from a samll area that was 
previously closed. NOAA also corrects a 
definition for the phrase fishery 
conservation zone. 

DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before January 10, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: A copy of the regulatory 
impact review may be obtained from 
and comments may be sent to: Jack T. 
Brawner, Regional Director, Southeast 
Region, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 9450 Koger Boulevard, St. 
Petersburg, Florida 33702. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jack T. Brawner, 813-893-3141. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Fishery Management Plan for the 
Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico 
(FMP) was prepared by the Gulf of 
Mexico Fishery Management Council 
(Council) and was approved by the 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
NOAA, on November 7, 1980, under the 
authority of the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(Magnuson Act). Final regulations 
implementing the FMP were effective 
May 20, 1981 (46 FR 27489). The Council 
prepared an FMP amendment that 
provides for modification of the closed 
area identified in 50 CFR 658.22 as the 
Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary (Sanctuary). 
The plan amendment was approved on 
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December 28, 1981. A notice of 
availability and a request for comments 
on the amendment was published on 
January 28, 1982 (47 FR 4104). No written 
comments were received on the FMP 
amendment. 

The primary purpose of establishing 
the Sanctuary was to protect small 
shrimp and allow them to attain a larger 
size prior to harvest. The FMP 
amendment stipulates that, prior to any 
modification of the Sanctuary, the 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) will monitor and assess the 
impacts of the closure and advise the 
Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) and 
Council of its findings. The Council may 
also consider the advice of its Shrimp 
Advisory Panel regarding the findings. 
The Secretary is authorized, after 
consultation with the Council, to modify 
the closure by regulatory amendment. 
Such modification is limited to no more 
than ten percent of the geographical 
scope of the Sanctuary. 

After monitoring the closure for one 
year, NMFS has determined that 
harvestable populations of shrimp occur 
periodically within a small portion of 
the Sanctuary—a fact strongly 
supported by public testimony. 
Fishermen contend that shrimp from 
within this portion of the Sanctuary 
migrate to untrawlable areas and are 
unavailable to the fishery; this migration 
results in a significant economic loss to 
the fishermen. The Secretary, after 
consulting the Council, has determined 
that the small portion of the Sanctuary 
that periodically contains harvestable 
shrimp should be opened for a period 
extending through August 14, 1983. This 
area is less than ten percent of the 
geographical scope of the Sanctuary. 

During this period, the catch, size 
distribution, and migration of shrimp in 
the area will be carefully monitored. 
This study will provide conclusive 
evidence of shrimp migratory patterns 
and availability and clarify the proper 
management strategy regarding smaller 
shrimp. It will also provide information 
for managers to determine whether the 
benefits of harvesting the larger shrimp 
outweigh the loss in economic value that 
results from taking small shrimp. This 
temporary geographic modification is 
consistent with the goals and objectives 
of the FMP, because it will determine 
whether catch from this portion of the 
Sanctuary is being optimized under the 
closure. The Regional Director has 
reviewed the criteria for modifying the 
Sanctuary as set forth in the 
amendment, and finds they have been 
met. 

NOAA proposes to modify the 
boundary of the Tortugas Shrimp 
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Sanctuary as defined in 50 CFR 658.22. 
An area of approximately 44 square 
miles, bounded by a line through points 
F, Q, R, F (See Figure 1), will be opened 
to shrimp fishing through August 14, 
1983, at which time the Sanctuary 
boundary will revert to its original 
configuration. 

NOAA also corrects the definition of 
fishery conservation zone (FCZ). The 
definition of FCZ for this fishery . 
deviated from the “model” definition 
used for other fisheries by insertion of a 
reference to “the territorial sea of the 
constituent States.” For most coastal 
States, the FCZ is adjacent to the U.S. 
territorial sea of three miles because the 
State’s seaward boundary is also three 
miles. But for Texas, Puerto Rico, and 
the Gulf coast of Florida, the FCZ begins 
at their seaward boundaries of nine 
nautical miles. Thus the “territoral sea” 
reference was confusing and even 
inaccurate; it will be deleted from 
§ 658.2. 


Classification 


The Assistant Administrator for 
Fisheries, NOAA, has determined that 
this amendment to the regulations 
complies with the national standards, 
other provisions of the Magnuson Act, 
and other applicable law. 

The Administrator, NOAA, has 
determined that this amendment is not a 
major rule requiring the preparation of a 
regulatory impact analysis under 
Executive Order 12291. The regulatory 
impact review indicated that potential 
benefits are significantly greater than 
expected costs. The proposed 
rulemaking would reduce a restriction 
on fishermen, slightly reduce 


enforcement requirements and costs, 
and is expected to increase shrimp 
landings. 

The General Counsel for the 
Department of Commerce has certified 
that this action will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act and NOAA Directive 02-10, 
an environmental assessment was 
prepared to determine whether it was 
necessary to prepare a supplemental 
environmental! impact statement. NOAA 
concluded that these regulations would 
not be a major Federal action and would 
not have a significant impact on the 
quality of the human environment. 


List of subjects in 50 CFR Part 658 
Fish, Fisheries, Fishing. 
Dated: November 22, 1982. 
William H. Stevenson, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries. 
50 CFR Part 658 is proposed to be 
amended as follows: 


PART 658—[ AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for Part 658 
reads as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

2. The definition of fishery 
conservation zone in § 658.2 is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 658.2 Definitions. 

Fishery Conservation Zone (FCZ) 
means that area adjacent to the United 
States which, except where modified to 
accommodate international boundaries, 
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encompasses all waters from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal 
States to a line on which each point is 
200 nautical miles from the baseline 
from which the territorial sea of the 
United States is measured. 

3. Section 658.22 and Figure 1 are 
revised to read as follows: 


§658.22 Tortugas shrimp sanctuary. 


(a) The area commonly known as the 
“Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary,” off the 
State of Florida, is closed to all trawl 
fishing. The area is that part of the 
fishery conservation zone shoreward of 
a line connecting the following points 
(see Figure 1): 





Point [ Latitude 


25°52.9' N | 81°37.95' W | Coon Key Light. 





(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (a) above, effective through 
August 14, 1983, fishing is allowed 
within that portion of the Sanctuary 
circumscribed by a line connecting the 
following points: 


BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 
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TERRITORIAL SEA 


FLORIDA 


GULF OF MEXICO 


FIGURE 1. LOCATION OF TORTUGAS SHRIMP SANCTUARY. 


[FR Doc. 82-32491 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-C 





Notices 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains documents other than rules or 
proposed rules that are applicable to the 
public. Notices of hearings and 
investigations, committee meetings, agency 
decisions and rulings, delegations of 
authority, filing of petitions and 
applications and agency statements of 
organization and functions are examples 
of documents appearing in this section. 


ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 


Programmatic Agreement on Surface 
Coal Mining; Public Information 
Meeting 

Notice is hereby given that on 
December 8, 1982 at 9:30 A.M. a public 
information meeting will be held at the 
office of the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

This meeting is being called by the 
Council in accordance with Section 
800.8 of the Council's regulations, to 
providé an opportunity for 
representatives of national, State, and 
local units of government, 
representatives of public and private 
organizations, and interested citizens to 
express their views concerning the 
proposed amendment of an existing 
Programmatic Memorandum of 
Agreement (PMOA) concerning 
identification and treatment of historic 
properties in connection with surface 
mining on Federal lands and/or 
exploiting Federal coal. Notice of 
initiation of consultation on this 
amemdment was published in the 
Federal Register on March 25, 1982 (47 
FR 12833). 

The following is a summary of the 
agenda of the meeting: 

I. Explanation of meeting procedures 
and purpose by a representative of the 
Council. 

II. Description of the proposed 
amendment. 

Ill. Statement by the National 
Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers. 

IV. Statements by public officials, 
representatives of industry, private and 
public organizations, and members of 
the public. 

V. General question-and-answer 
period. 

Speakers should limit their statements 
to 5 minutes. Written statements in 


furtherance or in lieu of oral remarks 
will be accepted by the Council at the 
time of the meeting. Additional 
information regarding the meeting is 
available from the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, 1522 Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20005, telephone 202- 
254-3974, attention Michael Quinn or 
Thomas F. King. 

Dated: November 22, 1982. 
Thomas F. King, 
Director, Office of Cultural Resource 
Preservation. 
[FR Doc. 62-32388 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-10-M 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Forest Service 


Carson National Forest Grazing 
Advisory Boards; Meeting 

The East and West Carson Grazing 
Advisory Boards will meet at 10:00 a.m. 
on December 17, 1982, in the Conference 
Room of the Forest Supervisor's Office, 
Carson National Forest, Cruz Alta Road, 
Taos, New Mexico. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to 
discuss the allotment management 
planning for the Valle Vidal Unit of the 
Questa Ranger District. 

The meeting will be open to the 
public. Persons who wish to attend 
should notify Ken Bishop, telephone 
505/758-2237, P.O. Box 558, Taos, New 
Mexico 87571. 

Written statements may be filed 
before or after the meeting. 


Dated: November 18, 1982. 
Jack Crellin, 
Forest Supervisor. 
[FR Doc. 82-32410 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M 


Lewis and Clark National Forest 
Grazing Advisory Board; Meeting 


The Lewis and Clark National Forest 
Grazing Advisory Board will meet at 
12:30 p.m., on Thursday, December 16, 
1982, at the CasCo Building, 1601 Second 
Avenue North (Conference Room A on 
the second floor), Great Falls, Montana. 

The purpose of the meeting is to 
review the Lewis and Clark National 
Forest's range management I 
accomplishments in fiscal year 1982 and 
program for fiscal year 1983. The Forest 
Service will provide specific information 
on their priorities for noxious weed 
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control, prescribed burning, allotment 
analysis and plans, and for structural 
range improvement construction. There 
will be opportunity for the Board to offer 
advice and make recommendations to_ 
the Forest Supervisor on the Forest 
Service plans. 

The proposed Forest Plan and draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Lewis and Clark National Forest will 
also be discussed. There will be 
opportunity for the Board members to 
ask questions, offer advice, and make 
recommendations concerning the 
management programs proposed in 
these documents. 

An open discussion will also be held 
on topics of interest to the Advisory 
Board, and followup discussion in topics 
raised in the August 26 meeting. 
Nomination of board members for 1983 
will be made. 

The meeting will be open to the 
public. Persons who wish to attend 
should notify George P. Raths, Chairman 
of the Board, P.O. Box 478, Roundup, 
Montana, 59072, phone 323-1084, or 
Wayne Phillips, Acting Secretary, Lewis 
and Clark National Forest, Box 871, 
Great Falls, MT 59403, telephone 727- 
8901. Written statements may be filed 
with the Board before or after the 
meeting. 

Dated: November 16, 1982. 

Paul R. Threlkeld, 

Acting Forest Supervisor, Lewis & Clark 
National Forest. 

[FR Doc. 82-32470 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-11-m 


Office of the Secretary 


Members of Performance Review 
Boards 


AGENCY: Department of Agriculture. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This document amends the 
list of Performance Review Board 
members published October 6, 1982, 47 
FR 44127, 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Earl C. Hadlock, Chief, Executive 
Resources, Performance Appraisal, and 
Merit Pay Staff, Office of Personnel, 
Department of Agriculture, 14th Street 
and Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20250 (202/447-2830). 
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The membership of the Department of 
Agriculture’s Performance Review 
Boards is amended by adding the names 
of Orville G. Bentley and Edgar L. 
Kendrick. 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
John R. Block, 
Secretary of Agriculture. 
[FR Doc. 8232471 Filed 11-24-82; &45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M 


Extension Service 


Joint Committee on the Future of 
Cooperative Extension; Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the Joint 
Committee on the Future of Cooperative 
Extension will meet December 15, 1982, 
from 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., and 7:00 
p.m. to 9:30 p.m., and December 16, 1982, 
from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., at Stan 
Musial’s and Biggies Airport Hilton Inn, 
1330 Natural Bridge Road, St. Louis, 
Missouri 63134. 

The Committee’s purpose is to advise 
the Secretary of Agriculture on policies 
and programs affecting the mission, 
future scope and priorities of 
Cooperative Extension nationally 
throughout the 1980’s and beyond. The 
agenda for the meeting will consist of 
presentations by farm and other 
national user groups, discussion of draft 
sections of the Committee report, and 
plans for dissemination and 
implementation of report 
recommendations. 

The meeting of the Joint Committee on 
the Future of Cooperative Extension is 
open to the public for observation on a 
space available basis. 

For additional information contact Dr. 
Mary Nell Greenwood, Administrator, 
Extension Service, Room 340 
Administration Building, 14th and 
Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, D.C. 20250. Telephone 202/ 
447-3377. Written comments may also 
be addressed to Dr. Greenwood. 

Denzil O. Clegg, 

Associate Administrator, Extension Service. 
[FR Doc. 82-32383 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 3410-01-M 


Soil Conservation Service 


Hull-York Lakeland RC&D Area Critical 
Area Treatment RC&D Measures, 
Tennessee; Finding of No Significant 
Impact 

AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared for the 
Hull-York Lakeland RC&D Area Critical 
Area Treatment Measures in Cannon, 
Clay, Cumberland, DeKalb, Fentress, 
Jackson, Macon, Overton, Pickett, 
Putnam, Smith, Van Buren, Warren and 
White Counties, Tennessee. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donald C. Bivens, State Conservationist, 
Soil Conservation Service, 675 U.S. 
Courthouse, Nashville, Tennessee 37203, 
Telephone: 615/251-5471 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
environmental assessment of these 
federally assisted actions indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Donald C. Bivens, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement is not 
needed for this project. 

These measures concern plans for 
critical area treatment caused by gully 
and rill erosion and the resulting 
sediment (sediment pollution). The 
planned works of improvement include 
erosion control practices such as grade 
stabilization structures, diversions, 
critical area plantings, and grassed 
waterways. The critical area plantings 
include trees and/or grasses and 
legumes. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. The basic data 
developed during the environmental 
evaluation are on file and may be 
reviewed by contacting the Soil 
Conservation Service Area Office, 118 
South Dixie, Cookeville, Tennessee 
38501. An environmental assessment 
has been prepared and sent to various 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the environmental assessment 
are available to fill single copy requests 
at the above address. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.901, Resource Conservation 
and Development Program, Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
regarding State and local clearinghouse 


review of Federal and federally assisted 

programs and projects is applicable.) 
Dated: November 17, 1982. - 

Billy K. Benson, 

Deputy State Conservationist. 

[FR Doc. 82-32360 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Marne Creek Watershed, South 
Dakota; Deauthorization of Federal 
Funding 

AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of Deauthorization of 
Federal Funding. 


SUMMARY: Pursant to the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 
Pub. L. 83-566, and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 622), the Soil Conservation Service 
gives notice of the deauthorization of 
Federal funding for the Marne Creek 
Watershed project, Yankton County, 
South Dakota, effective on November 2, 
1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


‘Robert D. Swenson, State 


Conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service, 200 Fourth Street SW., Huron, 
South Dakota 57350, telephone 605-352- 
8651. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.904, Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention. Office of Management 
and Budget Circular No. A-95 regarding State 
and local clearinghouse review of Federal 
and federally assisted programs and projects 
is applicable:) 

Lawrence N. Nieman, 

Acting State Conservationist. 

November 17, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32359 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 a.m.] 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Turnmill Pond RC&D Measure, New 
Jersey; No Significant impact 


AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Notice of a finding of no 
significant impact. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared for the 
Turnmill Pond RC&D Measure, Ocean 
County, New Jersey. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenton R. Inglis, Acting State 
Conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service, 1370 Hamilton Street, Somerset, 
New Jersey 08873, telephone (201) 246- 
1205. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Kenton R. Inglis, Acting State 
Conservationist, has deterinined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are not 
needed for this project. 

The measure concerns a plan for fish 
and wildlife development. The planned 
works of improvement include the 
reconstruction of the Turnmill Pond dam 
and the installation of an associated 
boat ramp, comfort station and parking 
area. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to various 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the FONSI are available to fill 
single copy requests at the above 
address. Basic data developed during 
the environmental assessment are on 
file and may be reviewed by contacting 
Kenton R. Inglis. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.901, Resource Conservation, 
and Development Program. Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
regarding State and local clearinghouse 
review of Federal and federally assisted 
programs and projects is applicable.) 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 

Kenton R. Inglis, 

Acting State Conservationist. 
(FR Doc. 82-32418 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Windmill Park Land Drainage and 
Critical Area Treatment RC&D Measure 
Plan, West Virginia; Finding of No 
Significant Impact 

AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 


Environmental Quality Guidelines, (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines, (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared for the 
Windmill Park Land Drainage and 
Critical Area Treatment RC&D Measure, 
Marion County, West Virginia. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rollin‘N. Swank, State Conservationist, 
Soil Conservation Service, 75 High 
Street, Morgantown, West Virginia 
26505, telephone 304-291-4151. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Mr. Rollin N. Swank, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are not 
needed for this project. 

The planned works of improvement 
will be installed at Windmill Park in 
Marion County, West Virginia. The 
measure concerns land drainage and ~ 
critical area treatment. Conservation 
practices include diversions, vegetative 
waterways, subsurface drains, drop 
structures, rock riprap, and seeding. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to various 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the FONSI are available to fill 
single copy requests at the above 
address. Basic data developed during 
the environmental assessment are on 
file and may be reviewed by contacting 
Rollin N. Swank, State Conservationist. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.901, Resource Conservation 
and Development Program. Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
regarding State and local clearinghouse 
review of Federal and federally assisted 
programs and projects is applicable.) 
Rollin N. Swank, — 

State Conservationist. 

November 10, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82~32262 Filed 11-23-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
international Trade Administration 


Stainless Steel Round Wire; 
Announcement of First Quarter 1983 
Trigger Prices 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Announcement of the First 
Quarter 1983 Trigger Price Levels for 
Stainless Steel Round Wire Products. 


SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce announces that base prices 
and extras for first quarter 1983 trigger 
prices of stainless steel round wire 
products will decline an average of 1.6 
percent from their fourth quarter 1982 
levels. These decreases, due to the 
depreciation of the yen relative to the 
dollar, were partially offset by an 
increase in the cost of fuel. The 
Department uses trigger prices to 
monitor the prices of stainless steel wire 
and drawn round bar under 0.703 inches 
in diameter for possible initiation of 
antidumping or countervailing duty 
investigations if unfair sales of these 
products appear to be injuring domestic 
producers. Each quarter the Department 
reviews Japanese steel production and 
delivery costs and revises trigger prices 
accordingly. 

The interest component of the 
delivery charges will decline causing the 
total landed trigger prices to decline. 
The first quarter trigger price applies to 
stainless steel round wire products and 
round stainless steel drawn bars in sizes 
under 0.703 inches in diameter exported 
to the United States on or after January 
1, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Juanita S. Kavalauskas, Agreements 
Compliance Division, Import 
Administration, Room 3099, Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
telephone: (202) 377-3793. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Trigger 
price monitoring procedures for 
stainless steel round wire are the same 
as those published in the TPM 
Procedures Manual (46 FR 49928). 
Japanese stainless steel wire 
manufacturers agreed to supply cost of 
production and transportation 
information necessary to monitor the 
import prices. Commerce uses Special 
Summary Steel Invoices to monitor 
imports of stainless steel round wire and 
small cold drawn bar under 0.703 inches 
diameter. In computing the invoice price 
for comparison to the trigger price, 
Commerce will use a 13 percent annual 
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rate (1.08 percent per month) when 
interest must be adjusted and the actual 
rate is not known. For its calculation of 
trigger price levels, the yen/dollar 
exchange rate the Department uses to 
convert Japanese steel producers’ yen 
denominated production cost to dollars - 
is the average of the 36 months 
preceding the calculation and 
publication of the quarter's trigger price 
levels. The exchange rates used in the 
Department's first quarter 1983 
production cost estimate is 232 yen to 
the dollar (the yen/dollar exchange rate 
average for November 1979 thro 
October 1983). The 232 yen/dollar 
exchange rate represents a 1.75 percent 
decline in dollar denominated costs 
from the fourth quarter 1982 exchange 
rate of 228 yen to the dollar. 


Other Charges 


Trigger prices are an estimate of the 
Japanese stainless steel wire 
manufacturers’ cost of production plus 
the cost of transporting to the United 
States and handling in the United States. 
Each trigger price includes ocean freight, 
insurance, interest and handling as well 
as the base price and extras. The ocean 
freight, handling and interest are shown 
for each of the major importing regions: 
Pacific Coast, Atlantic Coast, Gulf Coals 
and the Great Lakes. All prices are 
shown in U.S. dollars per metric ton. 

Interest charges have been adjusted to 
reflect the current level of prime interest 
rate. Handling and ocean freight charges 
remain unchanged. The extras shown 
define the coverage in terms of sizes, 
grades, and qualities. 

The following rules apply to product 
coverage and extras: 

(1) If a product fails to fit the general 
description because the cost of 
producing that product varies 
substantially from the cost of producing 
the product described in the heading, the 
product is not covered. 

(2) If a product is covered by a grade 
which is not in the base coverage and 
for which no grade extra is listed, the 
product is not covered. 

(3) If a product has a size specification 
that falls above the largest size 
specification shown or below the 
smallest size specification: ghown, it is 
not covered. 

(4) If a product has a size specification 
that falls between two size 
specifications listed, it is covered and 
the specification with the higher dollar 
value is to be used unless otherwise 
noted on the page. 

(5) If a product embodies extras other 
than size or grade which are not listed, 
the product is covered. In those cases, 
the base trigger price plus any 
applicable extras listed will be applied. 


A list of stainless steel round wire and 
cold drawn bar products subject to 
trigger price monitoring and the 
applicable base prices and extras are 
contained in the Appendix to this notice. 
Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Inport 
Administration. 


Appendix.—1ist Quarter 1983 Trigger 
Prices Per Metric Ton—Stainless Steel 
Wire 

Round Stainless Steel Drawn Bars in 
Sizes Under 0.703 Inches 


AIS! CATEGORIES 20 AND 12 


Interest charge equals F.O.B. trigger 
base price including size extra times 
interest factor. 

Insurance 1% of base price + extras 
+ ocean freight. 

Extras ($/M.T.): 

1. Annealed Wire—Group I 

A. Base Prices Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 

C. Small Bar Size Extras 
2. Hard/Spring Wire—Group II 

A. Base Prices Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 
3. Soft/Intermediate Wire—Group III 

A. Base Prices Including Grade Extras 

B. Size by Grade Group 
4. Coating 
5. Finish 

A. Centerless Ground 

B. Centerless Ground and Polished 
6. Diameter Tolerance 
7. Straightening and Cut to Length 

A. Size Range 

B. Length 
8. Packaging 

Note.—This coverage applies to stainless 
steel round wire and stainless steel bar under 
0.703 inches produced by drawing. Bar, in 


these sizes, if produced by hot rolling is not 
covered by published prices. 


1.Group I~Annealed Wire: Soft wire 
in which there is no further cold drawing 
after the last annealing treatment. This 
wire is made by annealing in open fired 
furnaces or molten salt followed by 
pickling, which produces a clean gray 
matte finish. It is also made with a 
bright finish by annealing wet, oil or 
grease drawn wire in a protective 
atmosphere, and is sometimes described 


BIE" 00 FOU” serentistnstitnrccmmmeannaed 


250” to .312”. 
234" to .249” . 
216” to .233” . 
.200” to .215”. 


as bright annealed wire. 
A. Grades: 


May pao ers SS ee oe eee 17400. 
*May also be designated type 302 CU and as 306. 


B. Size:* 


501” to .573” 


375" to .499” 
3125” to .374" 


-185” to .199” . 
“ to .184”. 
"to -169” . 
-154” . 

141". 








*All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
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G, Small Bar:* Small cold drawn bar 
in wire gauges is to be trigger priced 
using these size extras: ; 

Size range:** 


574” to .703"... 

501" to .573" 

375” to - enonsseveceusansessenses 
BIZ” 00 BIE” cncencssrcrecreesnccenrcvens 
250” to .312”......... _ 4 
234” to 249” ....... 

216” to .233” ....... 

-185" to .215” 


2.Group II—Hard/Spring Wire: wire 
drawn in several drafts as required to 
produce the high tensile strengths 
required for such products as spring 
wire. 

A Grades: 


*Annealing and pickling is included in base 
material cost. Size extras include cost of 
straightening and cut to length. 

**Intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 


afeee 


- 
~ 
' 


*May also be designated as type 630 or UNS 17400. 


B. Size:* 


tzazazeazay |? 


~ 
= 
nN 


076” to .085”. 
067” to .075' 
058” to .066”. 
051” to .057”.. 
044” to .050”. 
038” to .043”. 
033” to .037" 
030” to .032”. 
027” to .029”.. 
024” to .026”.. 
021” to .023”. 
019” to .020”. 
018” seen 
017” ..... 

016" ... 

015” ccesccsooe 
DNA” sccsnssine 


LOVEE 375" -..cnecccressorecsenereonseesesee 
3125" to .374” 

.2340” to 249”... 

2160” to .233”.... 


012"... 
011” 
010” 
009” 
008” 


3. Group II—Soft/Intermediate Wire: 
wire drawn one or more drafts after 
annealing as required to produce 
minimum strength or hardness. The 
properties can be varied between soft 
temper and those approaching spring 
temper wire. Wire in this temper is 
usually produced in a variety of dry 
drawn tempers. Cold heading wire 
belongs in this group. 

A. Grades: 


4. Coating: Material provided 
uncoated or coated with lime (or 
equivalent to lime) and/or soap will 
carry no extra. Other coatings require an 
appropriate extra where additional 
costs are involved. Metallic coatings 
include copper, nickel, and lead. Non- 
metallic coatings include plastics, 
molybdenum disulfide, etc. 


Size Range: 


1,963 

_ esonee «| 1,916 

302 (ZOZHO, 18-DLW).....cecesceveressssscesesnseenssnesesees 2,078 
BOS ...-ccccessernsessnsssesnsetnsescamessnesescensccssnscsscessescastacccsacsceneoet 2,009" 


FOG ..reccrcessccsesscncssnnsssoneserressecssoencsccsescsnscsseccsamneesamsesccsceeccesod 1000 


*All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
* All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 


* All intermediate sizes to take next higher price. 
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5. Finish. 
Size Ranges:* 


“intermediate sizes to take next higher \ 
These extras are applicable to all grades tsted 


Straightening and cut to length extras are included in the 
above finish extras. 


6. Diameter Tolerance. 


STANDARD: AIS! OR JIS SPECIFICATION 


7. Straightening and Cut to length: Use 
the sum of the appropriate extras from A 
and B below to form the total extra. 

A. Size Range: 


.595” to .703” 
501” to .594° 
-500' 


SSSssesss 
$ 


72” to under 120”... 
120” to under 168”... 
168” to under 192”... 
192” to under 216”. 
216” to under 240”. 
240” to under 264”... 
264” to under 268”... 
288" to UNder 316". ........-reseeee 


SRRSBSBS 


[FR Doc. 82-32199 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Carbon Steel Wire Nails From Japan; 
Announcement of First Quarter 
Monitoring Prices 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 

ACTION: Announcement of First Quarter 
1983 Monitoring Prices for Carbon Steel 
Wire Nails from Japan. 


SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce continues to monitor imports 
of carbon steel wire nails from Japan in 
accordance with an August 11, 1981 
memorandum of understanding which 
expires two years from its inception, 
and announces that first quarter 1983 
monitoring prices for carbon steel wire 
nails from Japan have declined 1.7 
percent from the fourth quarter 1982 
prices. The first quarter 1983 monitoring 
price applies to those products exported 
to the United States on or after January 
1, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Juanita S. Kavalauskas, Agreements 
Compliance Division, Import 
Administration, Room 3099, Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
telephone: (202) 377-3793. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
compliance with a memorandum of 
understanding submitted August 10, 
1981, Japanese nail manufacturers 
provided assurances that all contracts 
for the sale of carbon steel wire nails to 
the United States below trigger prices 
ceased on or about March 5, 1981, and 
that all sales of the product for a two 
year period beginning August 11, 1981 
would be made at prices at or above the 
relevant trigger prices. 


The Japanese nail manufacturers 
agreed to supply all costs of production 
and transportation information 
necessary to monitor the import prices. 
The Japanese manufacturers agreed that 
if the Trigger Price Mechanism (TPM) 
were terminated or suspended prior to 
the two year period, they would 
continue to provide TPM type cost 
information through the Japanese 
Ministry of International Trade and 
Industry (MITT) in order that the 
Department of Commerce could 
continue to calculate monitoring prices. 
The TPM was suspended January 11, 
1982 and trigger price monitoring was 
reinstated only for stainless steel round 
wire products in April 1982. 

Commerce will continue to monitor 
imports of certain carbon steel wire 
nails from Japan through the use of 
Special Summary Steel Invoices to 
assure compliance with the first quarter 
1983 price levels. 

For its calculation of monitoring price 
levels the dollar/yen exchange rate the 
Department uses to convert Japanese 
steel producers’ yen-denominated 
production cost to dollars is the average 
of the 36 months preceeding the 
calculation and publication of the 
quarter’s monitoring price levels. The 
exchange rate used in the Department's 
first quarter 1983 production cost 
estimate is 232 yen to the dollar (the 
yen/dollar exchange rate average for 
November 1979 through October 1983). 

Commerce's dollar valued estimate of 
the current production cost to Japan’s 
wire nail producers declined 1.7 percent 
from the fourth quarter 1982 level. 
Although fuel experienced an increase 
in cost from fourth quarter 1982, this 
was offset by depreciation of the yen. 


Other Changes 


The first quarter 1983 carbon steel 
wire nail monitoring prices are an 
estimate of the Japanese nail 
manufacturers’ production cost plus the 
cost of transporting to the United States 
and handling in the United States. Thus, 
charges for ocean freight, interest, 
handling and insurance must be added 
to the production costs described above 
and reflected in monitoring price base 
and extras. The freight and handling 
charges remain unchanged from fourth 
quarter 1982 levels. Interest charges 
have been adjusted to reflect the current 
prime interest rate. 

A list of the carbon steel wire nails 
subject to monitoring and applicable 
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base prices and extras are reproduced in 
the Appendix to this notice. 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 


4d ASWG #14 x Boa” 1 1 cccscncssncsverseenesecsensenennensssnesees 
5 Dd ASWG #14 x Boa” VI" ceeeccsecrneecennsennnnennnsennenen teil 
6 d ASWG #12% X "Fos K 2" csccescereeessncessneersnerssnneeenenennee 


4d ASWG #14 X 19 XK 14 nrcceeecsncecsnneesnensensennneees _—- 
5 d ASWG #14 x 11 x 1%”... cod 
6 d ASWG #12% x 9% x 2”..... 


Administration. 
Appendix. Monitoring Prices for Carbon 
Steel Wire Nails From Japan 


AISi CaTEGORY 20 
(1st quarter base price per metric ton—$399] 


Insurance 1% of base price + extras 
+ ocean freight. 
Extras: 
1. General Extras 
2. Regular and Semi-Regular Wire 
Nails s 
3. Smooth Shank Specialty Wire Nails, 
Special Order Size Extras 
4. Ring, Screw and Fluted Shank 
Specialty Wire Nails, Special Order 
Size Extras 
1. General. 


A. Machine US@ Quality ......-.sccsssocseenseeenseeensste 
B. 
Standard 50 Ib carton ent Ante nial — 
100 ID CAFOR ........-r0ves a 


7 d ASWG #12% x "hs" x 2h” 
8 d ASWG #11% x "%." x 2h" 


9d ASWG #11% x "Ke" x 2%”... 


10 d ASWG #104 x fie” x 3” 
12 d ASWG #10% x Ke” x 3%” 


16 d ASWG #10 x "Khe" K BE” .nccssee 


3d ASWG #15% x #12K x 1h," 
4d ASWG #15 x #12 x 1h”. 
5 d ASWG #15 x #12 x 1%”. 
6 d ASWG #13 x #10 x 2”.... 
8 d ASWG #12% x #9% x 2h 
9d ASWG #12k x #9h x 2%”... 
10 d ASWG #11% x #8% x 3”... 
12 d ASWG #11 x #84 x 3%” 
16 d ASWG #11 x #8 x 34” 


(4) Bright Casing Nails 


2 d ASWG #15% x #12K x 1”... 
3d ASWG #14% x #11% x 1h”. 


4d ASWG #14 x 11 x 1h”... 
5 d ASWG #14 x 11 x 1%”..... 
6 d ASWG #12k x #9% x 2”. 


7 dh ASWG #12K K #OK K 2M” nc eccpereee 


8 d ASWG #11% x #64 x 2h" 


9 d ASWG #11% x #8% x 2%”... 
10 d ASWG #10% x #7% x 3”... 


12 d ASWG #10K x #7% x 3h”. 
16 d ASWG #10 x 7 x 3%” 


(5) E/G (Electro Galvanized) Common Nails 


2d ASWG #15 x "%." x 1” 
3d ASWG #14 x "%." x 1%” 


4. ASWG #12K XK" XK! cece 
5 d ASWG #12% x K" x 1%" 


6 d ASWG #11% x "h.” x 2” 


7 dD ASWG #11% x '%.” x 2%”...... 


9 d ASWG #10% x %” x 2%” 
10 d ASWG #9 x Ke” x 3”...... 
12 d ASWG #9 x Ke” x 3%” ... 
16 d ASWG #6 x "Ke" x 3h”. 


SESSILSSRESS 


7 d ASWG #12k x 9% x 2h”. 
8 d ASWG #11h% x BK x 2k”. 
9d ASWG #11k x 84 x 2%”. 
10 d ASWG #10% x 74 x 3”. 
12 d ASWG #10k x 7% x 3X”..... 


16 d ASWG #10 X 7X BK ceccecececvcsenncucsnsnesenee 


2d ASWG #15 x "Kh." x 1”... 
3d ASWG #14 x "Ke" x 1%". 
4d ASWG #12% x Ki" x 1h”. 
5 d ASWG #12% x Ke" x 1%"... 
6 d ASWG #11% x "%.”" x 2”... 
7 d ASWG #114 x "Ka" x 2h" 
8d ASWG #10% x %" x 2h”. 
9d ASWG #10% x %e" x 2%" 
10 d ASWG #9 x Ke" x 3” 
12 d ASWG #9 x Ke" x 3%” 
16 d ASWG #8 x "ke" x 3h".. 
20 d ASWG #6 x '%s" x 4”. 
30 d ASWG #5 x hie” x 4%” 
40 d ASWG #4 x "%2" x 5”. 
50 d ASWG #3 x &” x 5k”. 
60 d ASWG #2 x "hs" x 6” 


(10) H/D Smooth Box Nails 


3d ASWG #14% x he" x 1h”. 
4d ASWG #14 x he” x 1h” 

5 d ASWG #14 x Ke” x 1%” 

6 d ASWG #12K x "h.” x 2”. 
7 d ASWG #124 x "Kes" x 2%" 
8 d ASWG #114 x Ke” x 2h”... 


Bd ASWG #114 K Kee” HQ" naeneennnneernennnnnnee 


10 d ASWG #10% x Ke” x 3”... 
12 d ASWG #10% x Ke” x 3%” 
16 d ASWG #10 x "he" x 3%” 


20 d ASWG #9 x 1" XK 4 ee eeenee: 


3d ASWG #15% x 12% x 1%" 
4d ASWG #15 x 12 x 1h”....... 
5 d ASWG #15 x 12 x 1%," 

6 d ASWG #13 x 10 x 2”... 

8 d ASWG #12k x 9% x 2k". 
9d ASWG #12k x 9% x 2%”... 
10 d ASWG #11% x 8% x 3”... 
12 d ASWG #114 x 84 x 3”... 
16 d ASWG #11 x 8 x 3h”. 


20 d ASWG #10 x 7 x 4” ncn cccccsseeen 


ASWG #145 x Fhe 1 cccccccsoseceeesnnsensssnessssennseneenves 
ASWG #14% x Be" x 1h”. 


2. Regular and Semi-Regular Nail Extras : J ; 

d ASWG #14 x Be” x 1h” J Size 
d : 

d 


($/M.T.) extra 
ASWG #12K x "%." x 2". 


7d ASWG #12% x "hy” x 2%” (12) H/D Casing Nails 


ASWG #15 « "K.” x 1” 

ASWG #14 x "%," x 1h". 
ASWG #12% x &" x 1h”. 
ASWG #12K x hi" x 1%". 
#11 x “tes” x 2”. 
11K K Tee” x 2K 
#1OK x He” x 2K” 
#10% x Ke" x 2%" 


d 
d 
d 
d 
a 
d 
d 
d 


10 
12 
16 


d ASWG 
¢d ASWG 
d ASWG 
d ASWG 
d ASWG 
¢ ASWG 
d ASWG 
d ASWG 


pine 


2d ASWG #15 x Ke” x 1” 
3d ASWG #14% x he” x 1 


) 


8 d ASWG #114 x "Ks" x 2h” 
9d ASWG #114 x he” x 2%” 


10 d ASWG #10% x Ke" x 3”...... 


12 d ASWG #10K% x Ke” x 3%” 
16 d ASWG #10 x "K.” x 3%” 
20 d ASWG #9 x %” x 4”... 
30 d ASWG #9 x &” x 4h”. 


5 d ASWG #15 x 12” x 1%”... 
6 d ASWG #13 x 10” x 2”...... 
8 d ASWG #12k x Bh x 2h”... 
9d ASWG #12% x OK x 2%"... 
10 d ASWG #11% x 6% x 3”... 
12 d ASWG #11% x 84 x 3h” 


16 d ASWG #11 XB X 9K" icnnnnnnnnene 
20 d ASWG #10x7x4"......... 


(8) E/G Casing Nails 


dG ASWG #14% x 12% x 1” 
Gd ASWG #144 x 11K x 1% 


ASWG #15% x #12% x 1” 
ASWG #14% x #11% x 1h" 
ASWG #14 x #11 x 1h”... 
ASWG # 14x #11 x 1%” 
6d ASWG # 12K x #94 x 2 
7d ASWG #12% x #9% x 2%". 
8d ASWG #11% x #8% x 2h”. 
9d ASWG #11% x #8 x 2%”. 
10d ASWG #10% x #7% x 3”.. 
12d ASWG #10% x #74 x 3K" 
16d ASWG #10 x #7 x 3k”... 


(13) Cement Coated Box Nails 


4d ASWG #15 x '%." x 1%” 
4% d ASWG #15 x Bo” x 1% 
5 d ASWG #15 x he” x 1%” 
6 d ASWG #13% x %" x 1h’ 
7d ASWG #13K x h” x 2h”... 
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8 d ASWG #124 x Kea” K 2%" one 
9d ASWG #124 x '%,” x 2%”.......... 
10 d ASWG #11% x "%,” x 2%” 


(14) Cement Coated Corkers Nails 


9 GC AGWG B15 1 Ral 1 ncn .cncaceeeenscoctensnensennspsenenteel 
4d ASWG #13% x Ke” x 1h’ 
5 d ASWG #13% x Ke” x 1%’ 
6 d ASWG #124 x 4” x 1h” 
7 d ASWG #12% x h" x 2%" 
8 d ASWG #11 x Ke” x 2%". 
9 d ASWG #11 x %e” x 2%”. 
10 d ASWG #10 x Ke" x 2%’ 
12 d ASWG #10 x Ke" 3h”... 
16 d ASWG #9 x 'K2” x 3%” 
20 d ASWG #7 x %&” x 3h”... 
30 d ASWG #6 x "Ko" x 4%” 
40 d ASWG #5 x he" x 4%”. 
50 d ASWG #4 x '%2”" x 5%” 
60 d ASWG #3 x 4” x 5%” 


(15) Cement Coated Coolers Nails 


3d ASWG #15% x He” x 14” 
4d ASWG #14 x he” x 1%". 
5 d ASWG #13% x "Ks" x 1%". 
6 d ASWG #13 x &” x 1%"... 
-7 d ASWG #12% x "he" x 2h". 
8 d ASWG #11% x Keo” x 2%". 
9d ASWG #11% x he” x 2%”... 
10 d ASWG #11 x '%,” x 2h”... 


(16) Cement Coated or Vinyl Coated Sinkers Nails 


3d ASWG #15% x "Kh." x 14"..... 
4d ASWG #14 x "Ks" x 1%" 
5 d ASWG #13% x Be” x 1%" 
6 d ASWG #13 x "%.” x 1%” 
7 d ASWG #12% x hh” x 2h” 
8 d ASWG #11% x "Ks" x 2% 
10 d ASWG #11 x %2" x 2h” 
12 d ASWG #10.x %e” x 3%” 
16 d ASWG #9 x "ko" x 3%” 
20 d ASWG #7 x %” x 3%” 
30 d ASWG #6 x "Ko" x 44%, 
40 d ASWG #5 x ie” x 4% 
60 d ASWG #3 x 4” x 5%”... 


(17) Cement Coated Apple Box Nails 


5 d ASWG #14 x "%." x 1%” 
54 d ASWG #14 x '%." x 14%"... 





(18) Cement Coated Fruit Box Nails 
4d ASWG #15 x Bho” HV" ce cecsssneeecsnnseeecennersennnnsessenne 
(19) Cement Coated Orange Box Nails 
4d ASWG #15 x he” x 1h” 
(20) Cement Coated Egg Case Nails 


3d ASWG #15 x Be” x 1h” 


(21) Bright Barbed Roofing Nails 


ASWG #11 
ASWG #11 
ASWG #11 
ASWG #11 
ASWG #11 5 
ASWG #12 x %” x 1”... 
ASWG #12 x %" x Th... 
ASWG #12 X kh” x 1h... 
ASWG #12 x &” x 1%.. 
ASWG #12 x &” x 2”... 


(22) E/G (Electro Galvanized) Barbed Roofing Nails 


ASWG #11 x hie” x 1" 
ASWG #11 x Ke" x 1h. 


ASWG #11 x Re” Hm 1K”... = 
ASWG #11 x Fig” 1% .-nneeconeeee ans 
ASWG #11 x Re” x 2”... . 
ASWG #12 x %” x 1”... 

ASWG #12 x %” x 1h” 

ASWG #12 x %” x 1k” 

ASWG #12 x %” x 1%” 

ASWG #12 x %” x 2”........ 


6 d ASWG #11% x "Ke" x 1%” 
8 d ASWG #10% x %e" x 2h” 
10 d ASWG #9 x Ke” x 2%” 
16 d ASWG #8 x 'K.” x 3” 


(24) Bright Smooth Joist Hanger Nails 


ASWG #11 x %" x 1%”... 
ASWG #10% x %." x 1%”... 
ASWG #9 x ie” x 14" 





ASWG #13 x "%." x 1”... 
ASWG #13 x "%.” x 1%” 
ASWG #13 x "%," x 1%” 
ASWG #13 x "h.” x 1%” 
ASWG #13 x “Ke” x 1%”... 
ASWG #13 x &” x 14”... 
ASWG #13 x &” x 1%”... 


(31) C.C. Smooth Shank Drywall Nails 


(30) C.C. (Cement Coated) Plaster Board Nails 


53437 


Total | Size | Head 
extra | extra | extra 


(25) Tempered Hardened Steel Concrete Nails 


ASWG #9 x hie” x 18". 
ASWG #9 x ie” x 2”... 


ASWG #12% x '%." x 14” 
ASWG #12% x "%.” x 1%”... 
ASWG #12% x "%.” x 1%”... 


(27) Bright Barbed Shank Plywood Nails 


ASWG #9 x %<" x 2”... a ($81) 
ASWG #9 x Ke” x 2%". : (81) 
ASWG #9 x He” x 24”. 

ASWG #10% x %e" x 1%"... (87) 


(28) Bright Barbed Shank Joist Hanger Naits 


ASWG #11 x %e” x 14" 
ASWG #10K x Ke” x 14” 
ASWG #9 x He" x 14" 








ASWG #12% x 6” x 1%,” 
ASWG #124 x "Ke" x 1h”. 
ASWG #12% x h” x 1%" 
ASWG #12% x %" x 1%” 
ASWG #12% x 'Ke” x 1% 


$131 
125 
131 
125 
157 








(33) C.C. (or Viny! Coated) B: 


1 





ASWG #14 x 4" x 1h" 
ASWG #13 x "%,”" x 14” 
ASWG #12% x '%." x 1% 


ASWG #14 x 4" x 1%" 
ASWG #13 x "%.” x 1%” 


hee 


(34) Phosphate Coated Drywail Nails (Flat Head) 





$147 ($109) | 
143 ( 105) | 
137 ( 99) | 


ot at 





($109) | 
( 105) | 


= 








(35) Phosphate Coated Drywall Nails (Full Cup Head) 


ASWG #14x \" x 1h” 
ASWG #13 %" x 1%" 
ASWG #134 x "Re" x 1% 


| 


ee abe 


Phosphate 


—-- — 
| 
' 
| 


($109) | 
187 (105) 
183 (101) 
| 





(36) H/D Galv. Smooth Siding Nails 
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(36) H/D Gai. smooth Siding Nails (41) E/G Shingle Nails 


7TAGASWG #114 x he" x 2h”... 3SdASWG #14x %" x 1h” ($107) 
BAGASWG #114 x ho" x 2k” 40 ASWG #13x kh" x 1k" (99) 


ASWG #13 x '%." x 1"....... 


ASWG #13x "%." x 1k". 
ASWG #13 "K."x 14". 
ASWG #13x %"x 1” 


ASWG #15 ee" x 1h” 


ASWG #15x Ko" x 1h" 


SGASWG #14x 1%”........ 
6d ASWG #124 x2”... 
7A ASWG #124 x 2h" 
BdGASWG #114 x 2h” 


ASWG #10%, x he” x 1h” 


(42) E/G Plaster Board Nails 


E/G 
Extra 


ASWG #13x '%."x 1" ($109) ($103) 
ASWG #13 x '%." x 1%," ad (109) (103) 
ASWG #13 x 'K," x 1k"... ved (99) (103) 


Total extra Size extra 


(43) E/G Smooth Joist Hanger Nails 


ASWG #9x Ke" x 1K" . ($103) 
ASWG #9x Kc" x 14" of 88 
ASWG #10% x %2 x 1h” — . (103) 


(40) E/G Smooth Siding Nails (44) E/G Barbed Shank Joist Hanger Nails 


E/G 
Extra 
ASWG #8 x 'Ke” x 2”... 
($107) ($103) ASWG #9x Ke" x 1k” 
oS pao ASWG #10% x Ke" x 1% 
ae as aah eos 
np 8) ASWG #11 x "Kx 1h 


[Taaiom | Swen [tem] 


(45) E/G Barbed Shank Plywood Nails 


(46) E/G Barbed Shank Truss Nails 


ASWG #14 x Nic” K 1%". 


ASWG #13k x he" x 1h"....... 


ASWG #9 x hie” x 1” 
ASWG #9 x Ke” x 1h... 
ASWG #9 x Ke" x 2” 


ASWG #12K x Iie” x 2”. 
ASWG #12k x fie” x 2h 
ASWG #13 x fie” x 1h’ 
ASWG #13 x fic” x 1h" 
ASWG #13 x fie” x 2” 


(47) E/G Barbed Shank Siding Nails 


($107) 
(99) 


(48) E/G Tempered Hardened Stee! Concrete Stub Nails 


($111) ($103) 
(107) (103) 
(92) (88) 


(498) E/G Barbed Shank Painted Siding Nails 
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SPECIAL ORDER SiZE ExTRAS FOR SMOOTH SHANK SPECIALTY NAILS 


2-2% 
2%-3 . 
3h-4 . 
4%-5. 
5h up.... 


[$/M.T.] 


Gauge 
wees [166% 


a 


ow 


| Syseesesas 


Note.—Size extras determined from this table apply only to items 30-49. 


4. Ring, Screwed and Fluted Shank 


Nail Extras ($/M.T.). 
extra | extra | extra 


(50) Bright Annular Threaded Drywall Nails 


ASWG #12% x "%.” x 1%”..... 
ASWG #12% x "Nea" x 18". 
ASWG #12% x "%,” x 1%". 
ASWG #12% x 4" x 1”... 
ASWG #12% x 4” x 1h”... 


ASWG #13 x Kc” x 1”... 
ASWG #13 x %" x 1%’ 
ASWG #13 x Ke" x 1% 
ASWG #12% x hie” x 1% 
ASWG #12h% x Hie” x 1%” 
ASWG #12% x Ke” x 1”... 
ASWG #12h x Be” x 1%" 
ASWG #124 x he” x 1%”... 
ASWG #12k x h”" x 1h”. 
ASWG #12% x &" x 1%". 
ASWG #12% x h” x 2” 
ASWG #14 x ie” x 1” 


ASWG #12% x "hs" x 1h”... 
ASWG #12% x "Nos" x 1%" 
ASWG #12% x "a" x 11" 
ASWG #12% x "ha" x 1%" 
ASWG #13 x "%." x 1”... 
ASWG #13 x "%." x 1% 


ASWG #13 x Ke” x 1%" 
ASWG #13 x Ke” x 1%”... 
ASWG #13 x Ke” x 2”....... 


(54) Biued annular threaded drywall nail 


ASWG #12% x "Nos" x 1h”... 

ASWG #12% x "Ks" x 1%" 

ASWG #124 x "Ke" x 14" . 
ASWG #125 Mea TI. ccseessneennes 


ASWG #144 x hie” x 1” 
ASWG #14 x hie” x 1”... 
ASWG #14 x Re” x 1h" 
ASWG #13 x Hie” x 1”... 
ASWG #13 x hie” x 1%”... 
ASWG #124 x Re” x 1%” 


ASWG #12%: x Bs” x 18” | $262 | ($189) | 





(56) C.C. annular threaded drywall nails 


ASWG #12% x "%.” $215 | ($189) 
ASWG #12% x '%.” -| 215} (189) 
ASWG #12% x "%.” Pe | 207] (181) 
ASWG #12% x "%.” A”... | 207) (181) 
ASWG #13 x "%." x 1” | 276 
ASWG #13 x "Ks" x 1%" 276 


(57) H/D annular threaded shake nails 


| H/D 


extra 


$580 | ($346) | ($234) 
| 565 | (331) | (234) 
435 | (201) | (234) 
407 | (173) | (234) 


ASWG #14 x %o” x 1%” 

ASWG #14 x eo” x 1%," ‘ 
ASWG #13 x %” x 2”.. . 
ASWG #12% x "Ks" x 2%” 





Total | Size | T.H. 
exta | extra | extra 


(58) Tempered hardened steel ring shank pole barn nails 





ASWG #7 x %” x 4” 
ASWG #7 x %" x 5” 


17-18 


| Total | Size | T.H. 
_| extra extra | extra 
(59) Bright drive screw nails (regular steel C-1023) 





ASWG #12 x %” x 1%”... 

ASWG #12 x 4" x 2”. 

ASWG #11%" x %” x 2%”... 
ASWG #11 x Se" x 2%”... 

ASWG #11 x %.”" x 24” 

ASING #10 & He" XB” cessssocsssnnnceenee 





(60) Bright drive screw nails, (stiff stock C-1030) 


poeme 

| extra 

ASWG #11% x Be" x 2” au| $197 | 169) | ($28) 
ASWG #11 x So" x 2h” 197 | | (169) | (28) 
ASWG #11 X Be" X 2K" occccssen) 189] (161)! (28) 


(61) Bright drive screw nails (stiff stock C-1040) 
[Grade 
— 
ASWG #11% x %e” x 2” } $200 | ($169) | ($31) 
ASWG #11% x Bo” x 2h" -| 200| (169) (31) 
ASWG #11 x %o” x 2k” 192 (161) | (31) 
1 L nen 


(62) C.C. drive screw nails es stee! C-1023) 


| 
| 
} 
} 


| CC. 

| extra 

$203 | ($177) | ($26) 
195 | (169)| (26) 
195 | (169)| (26) 
187 | (161) | (26) 
187 | (161)| (26) 


(161) | (26) 


ASWG #12 x %” 

ASWG #11% x Ke” x 2”... 
ASWG #11% x %o”" x 2h” 
ASWG #11 x Keo” x 2%” .... 
ASWG #10 x Ke" x 3”... 


ASWG #9 x Ke" X BK nsercese a 187 


(63) Tempered hardened steel drive screw nails 





ASWG #114 x Bo” X 2H creeecssses = 
ASWG #11 x Be” x 24" oa 


($145) 


$312 
305 





(64) Tempered hard steel drive screw flooring nails 


6d #114 x '%,” x 2” 
7d #11K K he” x 2K” 
Bd #11K x "HR," x 2K".. 


STUD O66 ao Ba? 8 DN cceerctcticrcerncenccnenevinssecennninseeneneomt 


7 d ASWG #11% x Be” x 2h” 
8 d ASWG #11% x he” x 24" 


ASWG #9 x Ke" x 1 
ASWG #9 x Ke” x 1% 


($145) 
(145) }.. 
(145) }... 


($145) |.. 
(145) |. 
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(68) Tempered hardened steel H/D galvanized screw siding nails 


7d ASWG #11h x he” x 2%” 
8 d ASWG #11% x he” x 24" 


($167) 
(161) 


($145) 
(145) 


SPECIAL ORDER SIZE EXTRAS FOR RING, SCREWED AND FLUTED SHANK SPECIALTY NAILS 


{$/M.T.] 


Note.—Size extras determined from this table apply only to items.50-68, 


{FR Doc. 82-32200 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Amendment of Initiation of 
Countervailing Duty Investigation; 
Certain Carbon Steel Pipe and Tube 
Products From South Africa 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of admendment to notice 
of initiation of a countervailing duty 
determination. 


sumMARY: On October 26, 1982, the 
Department of Commerce issued a 
notice of initiation of a countervailing 
duty investigation on certain carbon 
steel pipe and tube from South Africa. 
This notice was published in the Federal 
Register on October 29, 1982 (47 FR 
49057). The section entitled “Scope of 
Investigation” in that notice needs to be 
clarified. 

A new “Scope of Investigation” 
section is published in this notice which 
replaces the entire “Scope of 
Investigation” section in the previous 
notice. In addition, the person to contact 
for further information has been 
changed. 


Scope of Investigation (Revised) 


For purposes of this investigation, the 
term “certain carbon steel pipe and tube 
products” includes electric resistance 
welded (ERW) carbon steel pipes and 
tubes with walls not thinner than 0.065 
inch of circular cross section, and not 
over 4.5 inches in outside diameter as 
currently provided for in items 610.3241 
and 610.3244 of the Tariff Schedules of 
the United States Annotated (TSUSA); 
and ERW cold rolled carbon steel pipes 
and tubes with walls not thinner than 


0.065 inch or not exceeding 0.1 inch, of 


any circular cross-sectional diameter as . 


currently provided for in item 610.3227 
of the TSUSA; and ERW carbon steel 
pipes and tubes of any square of 
rectangular dimension with a wall 
thickness not less:than 0.156 inch, as 
currently provided for in item 610.3955 
of TSUSA; and ERW carbon steel pipes 
and tubes, not suitable for use in the 
manufacture of ball or roller bearings, of 
any square or rectangular dimension as 
currently provided for in item 610.4975 
of the TSUSA. 

Excluded from this investigation are 
ERW carbon steel pipes and tubes 
suitable for use in boilers, superheaters, 
heat exchangers, condensers, feedwater 
heaters, or ball or roller bearings, or 
conforming to A.P.I. specifications for oil 
well tubing and casing, or cold drawn 
pipes and tubes, or ERW carbon steel 
pipes and tubes imported with 
couplings. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Steven K. Morrison, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20230, Telephone: 
(202) 377-3965. — 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Gary N. Horlick, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 62-32412 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 





Initiation of Countervailing Duty 
Investigation Anhydrous and Aqua 
Ammonia From Mexico 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Initiation of countervailing duty 
investigation. 


SUMMARY: On the basis of a petition 
fiied with the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, we are initiating a 
countervailing duty investigation to 
determine whether manufacturers, 
producers, or exporters in Mexico of 
anhydrous and aqua ammonia receive 
benefits which constitute bounties or 
grants within the meaning of the 
countervailing duty law: If our 
investigation proceeds normally, we will 
make our preliminary determination on 
or before January 21, 1983. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John M. Davies, Office of Investigations, 
Import Administration, International 
Trade Administration, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20230; telephone (202) 377-3174. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Petition 

On October 28, 1982, we received a 
petition from counsel on behalf of the 
U.S. industry producing anhydrous and 
aqua ammonia. In compliance with the 
filing requirements of §355.26 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 355.26), 
the petition alleges that manufacturers, 
producers, or exporters in Mexico of 
anhydrous and aqua ammonia receive, 
directly or indirectly, bounties or grants 


* 
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within the meaning of section 303 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act). 
Mexico is not a “country under the 
Agreement” within the meaning of 
section 701(b) of the Act, and therefore 
section 303 of the Act applies to this 
investigation. Under this section, since 
certain of the merchandise being 
investigated is dutiable, the domestic 
industry is not required to allege that, 
and the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) is not required to 
determine whether, imports of this 
product cause or threaten material 
injury to a U.S. industry. Similarly, with 
respect to the merchandise which is 
nondutiable, no injury determination is 
required by the ITC because there are 
no “international obligations” within the 
meaning of section 303(a)(2) of the Act 
which require such a determination for 
nondutiable merchandise from Mexico. 


Initiation of Investigation 


Under section 702(c) of the Act, we 
must determine, within 20 days after a 
petition is filed, whether a petition sets 
forth the allegations necessary for the 
initiation of a countervailing duty 
investigation and whether it contains 
information reasonably available to the 
petitioner supporting the allegations. We 
have examined the petition on 
anhydrous and aqua ammonia, and we 
have found that the petition ‘meets these 
requirements. 

Therefore, we are initiating a 
countervailing duty investigation to 
determine whether manufacturers, 
producers, or exporters in Mexico of 
anhydrous and aqua ammonia, as 
described in the “Scope of the 
Investigation” section of this notice, 
receive bounties or grants. If our 
investigation proceeds normally, we will 
make our preliminary determination by 
January 21, 1983. 


Scope of the Investigation 


Anhydrous and aqua ammonia 
covered in this investigation are used in 
the United States primarily for 
production of fertilizers and to a lesser 
extent for production of explosives, 
fibers, plastics, and other petrochemical 
products. 

Anhydrous ammonia used chiefly for 
fertilizers or as an ingredient in the 
manufacture of fertilizers is imported 
duty-free under item 480.6540 of the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA). Liquid anhydrous 
ammonia imported under TSUSA item 
417.2200 is dutiable but can be imported 
duty-free from qualified countries under 
the Generalized System of Preferences 
(GSP). Imports of liquid anhydrous 
ammonia from Mexico were duty-free 
under GSP until April 1982, when such 


° 


imports were taken off GSP and made 
dutiable. 

Aqua ammonia used chiefly for 
fertilizers or as an ingredient in the 
manufacture of fertilizers is imported 
duty-free under TSUSA item 480.6560, a 
general category which covers 
nitrogenous fertilizers and fertilizer 
materials not specifically provided for in 
the TSUSA. Imports of aqua ammonia 
used for purposes other than fertilizers 


are dutiable under TSUSA item 417.2000. 


Allegations of Bounties or Grants 


The petition alleges that 
manufacturers, producers, or exporters 
in Mexico of anhydrous and aqua 
ammonia receive the following benefits 
which constitute bounties or grants: 
preferential prices on natural gas used 
to manufacture ammonia; preferential 
investment incentives in priority 
regions; preferential benefits from 
government ownership of the ammonia 
industry; preferential federal and state 
tax incentives; preferential financing; 
government-financed technology 
development; government financed 
industrial promotion; preferential vessel, 
freight, terminal, and insurance benefits; 
internal transportation benefits; 
preferential rates on commercial risk 
insurance: preferential credits for export 
production: free export marketing 
promotion; import duty rebates on 
equipment used in export production; 
and a discriminatory dual exchange rate 
system. 

A specific allegation in the petition 
concerns federal tax incentives received 
by the ammonia industry under the 
export tax certificate program known as 
Certificado de Devolucion de Impuesto 
(CEDI). The government of Mexico 
notified us that as of August 25, 1982, it 
has discontinued the eligibility of 
products for the CEDI program. 
However, since the CEDI program has 
not been eliminated, we are including it 
as part of our investigation to determine 
whether manufacturers, producers, or 
exporters in Mexico of anydrous and 
aqua ammonia in fact receive benefits 
under this program. 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

November 17, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32421 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


industrial Nitrocellulose From France; 
Postponement of Preliminary 
Antidumping Determination 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


53441 


ACTION: Postponement of Preliminary 
Antidumping Determination. 


SUMMARY: The preliminary 
determination of industrial 
nitrocellulose from France is being 
postponed, and we intend to issue it not 
later than December 23, 1982. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Stuart Keitz or Betty H. Laxague, Office 
of Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20230. Telephone: (202) 
377-1769/3601. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July 
28, 1982, we announced our initiation of 
an antidumping investigation to 
determine whether industrial 
nitrocellulose from France is being, or is 
likely to be, sold in the United States at 
less than fair value within the meaning 
of the antidumping law (47 FR 32557). 
The notice stated that we would issue a 
preliminary determination by December 
9, 1982. 


As detailed in the notice of initiation 
of the antidumping investigation, the 
petition alleges that imports from France 
of industria! nitrocellulose are being, or 
are likely to be, sold in the United States 
at less than fair value. Because of the 
number and complexity of the 
adjustments to be considered, we 
believe that this case is extraordinarily 
complicated in accordance with section 
733(c)(1)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (the Act), and additional time 
is necessary to make the preliminary 
determination. We intend to issue a 
preliminary determination not later than 
December 23, 1982. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 733(c)(2) of the Act. 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32423 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


industrial Nitrocellulose From France; 
Postponement of Preliminary 
Countervailing Duty Determination 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Postponement of Preliminary 
Countervailing Duty Determination. 


SUMMARY: The preliminary 
determination of industrial 
nitrocellulose from France is being 
postponed, and we intend to issue it not 
later than December 22, 1982. 





53442 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gary Taverman, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20230, telephone: (202) 377-0161. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
October 4, 1982, we announced our 
initiation of a countervailing duty 
investigation to determine whether the 
government of France is giving its 
producers, manufacturers, or exporters 
of industrial nitrocellulose certain 
benefits which constitute bounties or 
grants within the meaning of the 
countervailing duty law (47 FR 44807). 
The notice stated that we would issue a 
preliminary determination by December 
8, 1982. 

As detailed in the notice of initiation 
of the countervailing duty investigation, 
the petition alleges several subsidy 
programs that the government of France 
provides to producers and exporters of 
industrial nitrocellulose, including 
preferential financing, equity 
investments, operating and equipment 
subsidies, and subsidies on labor, 
energy, and other inputs. Some of these 
programs have never been investigated 
before by the Department of Commerce. 
We have determined that the 
_ government of France and the other 
parties concerned are cooperating and 
that additional time is necessary 
because of the number and complexity 
of the alleged subsidy practices, the 
novelty of the issues presented, and the 
need to determine the extent to which 
the alleged subsidy programs are used 
by French manufacturers, producers, 
and exporters. For these reasons we 
determine that this case is 
extraordinarily complicated in 
accordance with section 703(c){1)(B) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the 
Act), and we intend to issue a 
preliminary determination not later than 
December 22, 1982. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 703(c)(2) of the Act. 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32424 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Polychioroprene Rubber From Japan; 
Preliminary Results of Administrative 
Review of Antidumping Finding 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Preliminary Results of 
Administrative Review of Antidumping 
Finding. - 


summary: The Department of 
Commerce has conducted an 
administrative review of the 
antidumping finding on polychloroprene 
rubber from Japan. The review covers 
three of the five known manufacturers 
and/or exporters of this merchandise to 
the United States and the period 
December 1, 1980 through November 30, 
1981. There were no known shipments to 
the United States by these three firms 
during the period and there are no 
known unliquidated entries for the 
period. 

As a result of the review, the 
Department has preliminarily 
determined to require cash deposits of 
estimated antidumping duties equal to 
the margins calculated on the last 
known shipments. Interested parties are 
invited to comment on these preliminary 
results. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Arthur N. DuBois or Susan Crawford, 
Office of Compliance, International 
Trade Administration, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
telephone: (202) 377-3601. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 

On April 6, 1982, the Department of 
Commerce (“the Department”) 
published in the Federal Register (47 FR 
14746) the final results of its last 
administrative review of the 
antidumping finding on polychloroprene 
rubber from Japan (38 FR 35393, 
December 6, 1973) and announced its 
intent to conduct the next administrative 
review by the end of December 1982. As 
required by section 751 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (“the Tariff Act”), the 
Department has now conducted that 
administrative review. 


Scope of the Review 


Imports covered by the review are 
shipments of polychloroprene rubber, an 
oil resistant synthetic rubber also 
known as polymerized chlorobutadiene 
or neoprene, currently classifiable under 
items 446.1521 and 446.2000 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA). 

The Department knows of five 
manufacturers and/or exporters of 
Japanese polychloroprene rubber to the 
United States. The review covers three 
of the five firms and the period 
December 1, 1980 through November 30, 
1981. There were no known shipments to 
the United States by these three firms 
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during the period and there are no 
known unliquidated entries for the 
period. 

As part of the last administrative 
review of this case the Department 
covered shipments manufactured by 
Denki and exported by Hoei Sangyo. 
Recently we learned that there are 
unliquidated entries of this merchandise - 
exported by Hoei Sangyo and 
manufactured by firms other than Denki. 
The Department is deferring 
consideration of those shipments until a 
subsequent review. 


Preliminary Results of the Review 


As a result of our review, we 
preliminarily determine that, for the 
period December 1, 1980 through 
November 30, 1981, the following 
margins exist: 


Interested parties may submit written 
comments on these preliminary results 
within 30 days of the date of publication 
of this notice and may request 
disclosure and/or a hearing within 10 
days of the date of publication. Any 
hearing, if requested, will be held 30 
days after the date of publication or the 
first workday thereafter. The 
Department will publish the final results 
of the administrative review including 
the results of its analysis of any such 
comments or hearing. 


Further, as provided for in § 353.48(b) 
of the Commerce Regulations, a cash 
deposit of estimated antidumping duties 
based on the above margins shall be 
required on all shipments of Japanese 
polychloroprene rubber from these three 
firms entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption on or after 
the date of publication of the final 
results of this administrative review. For 
the 2 firms not covered by this or a prior 
review, Toyo Soda and Showa 
Neoprene, the cash deposit rate shall be 
55%, the rate calculated during the 
original fair value investigation. These 
deposit requirements shall remain in 
effect until publication of the final 
results of the next administrative 
review. 


This administrative review and notice 
are in accordance with section 751(a)(1) 
of the Tariff Act (19 U.S.C. 1675(a)(1)) 


> 
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and § 353.53 of the Commerce 
Regulations (19 CFR 353.53). 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

November 22, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32422 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Preliminary Affirmative Countervailing 
Duty Determination Yarns of 
Polyproplyene Fibers From Mexico 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Preliminary Affirmative 
Countervailing Duty Determination. 


SUMMARY: We preliminarily determine 
that certain benefits which constitute 
bounties or grants within the meaning of 
the countervailing duty law are being 
provided to manufacturers, producers, 
or exporters in Mexico of yarns of 
polypropylene fibers, as described in the 
“Scope of Investigation” section of this 
notice. The estimated net bounty or 
grant is 11.87 percent ad valorem. 
Therefore, we are directing the U.S. 
Customs Service to suspend liquidation 
of all entries of the product subject to 
this determination which are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, and to require a cash 
deposit or the posting of a bond on 
yarns of polypropylene fibers in the 
amount equal to the estimated net 
bounty or grant. If this investigation 
proceeds normally, we will make our 
final determination by February 2, 1983. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

‘G. Leon McNeill, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20230, telephone: (202) 
377-1273. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: . 


Preliminary Determination 


Based on our investigation, we 
preliminarily determine that there is 
reason to believe or suspect that the 
gavernment of Mexico provides certain 
benefits which constitute bounties or 
grants within the meaning of section 303 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
(the Act), to manufacturers, producers, 
or exporters in Mexico of yarns of 
polypropylene fibers as described in.the 
“Scope of Investigation” section of this 
notice. 

We estimate the net bounty or grant 
to be 11.87 percent ad valorem. 


Case History 


On August 26, 1982, we received a 
petition from Quaker Textile 
Corporation of Fall River, 
Massachusetts, on behalf of the U.S. 
industry producing yarns of 
polypropylene fibers. The petition 
alleged that certain benefits which 
constitute bounties or grants within the 
meaning of section 303 of the Act are 
being provided, directly or indirectly, to 
the manufacturers, producers, or 
exporters of yarns of polypropylene 
fibers in Mexico. 

Since Mexico is not a “country under 
the Agreement” within the meaning of 
section 701(b) of the Act, and the yarns 
of polypropylene fibers are dutiable, the 
domestic industry is not required to 
allege that, and the U.S. International 
Trade Commission is not required to 
determine whether, imports of this 
product cause or threaten material 
injury to the U.S. industry in question. 
We found the petition to contain 
sufficient grounds upon which to initiate 
a countervailing duty investigation, and 
on September 21, 1982, we initiated our 
investigation (47 FR 41609). 

We presented a questionnaire 
concerning the allegations to the 
government of Mexico at its embassy in 
Washington, DC. On November 1, 1982, 
we received a partial response to the 
questionnaire. In that response, 
information was not provided in regard 
to the Certificates of Fiscal Promotion 
(CEPROFI) and the Funds for the 
Promotion of Exports of Mexican 
Manufactured Products (FOMEX) pre- 
export financing programs. 

On November 18, 1982, one day prior 
to the date of this preliminary 
determination, the government of 
Mexico provided a supplemental 
response concerning the CEPROFI and 
pre-export financing FOMEX programs. 
However, we did not receive this 
information in sufficient time to allow 
proper evaluation and analysis of the 
data for inclusion in this preliminary 
determination. Therefore, this 
information has been disregarded for 
purposes of the preliminary 
determination. We will consider the 
information for our final determination. 


Scope of Investigation 


The merchandise covered by this 
investigation is yarns of polypropylene 
fibers from Mexico. The imported 
merchandise is currently provided for in 
items 310.0214, 310.1114, 310.5015, 
310.5051, 310.6029, 310.6038 and 310.8000 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States Annotated. Yarns of 
polypropylene fibers are used primarily 
in the manufacture of fabrics, 


particularly those for upholstery. The 
major industrial raw materials for these 
yarns are man-made fibers of staple, 
continuous filament and bulked 
continuous filament made from 
polypropylene resin. 

Industrias Polifil, S.A. de C.V. is the 
only known producer and exporter of 
yarns of polypropylene fibers in Mexico. 
The period for which we are measuring 
subsidization is the first half of 1982. 


Analysis of Programs 

Based upon our analysis to date of the 
petition and the November 1, 1982, 
response to our questionnaire, we 
preliminarily determine the following: 


I. Programs Preliminarily Determined 
To Confer Bounties or Grants 


We preliminarily determine that 
bounties or grants are being provided to 
manufacturers, producers, or exporters 
in Mexico of yarns of polypropylene 
fibers under the programs listed below. 

A. The CEPROFI Program. In 1979, the 
government of Mexico introduced a 
four-year National Industrial 
Development Plan (NIDP) which spells 
out broad economic goals for the 
country. Tax credits, which are called 
Certificates of Fiscal Promotion 
(CEPROFI), are used to promote the 
NIDP goals, which include increased 
employment, regional decentralization, 
industrial development, the promotion of 
small and medium-sized firms, and the 
promotion of exports. 

CEPROFI certificates are non- 
transferable tax certificates of a set 
value which may be used for a five-year 
period to pay various federal taxes. 
CEPROFI certificates are granted for 
carrying out investments in “priority” 
industrial activities. The amount of the 
CEPROF'1 is based upon the location of 
the activity, the number of jobs 
generated, the value of the investments 
in new plant and equipment, or the 
value of the purchase of capital goods 
produced in Mexico. 

In our questionnaire presented on 
September 22, 1982, we asked for 
information concerning CEPROFI 
certificates. The government of Mexico, 
however, did not respond to our 
questions on this program in its 
submission of November 1, 1982. 
Although the government provided a 
response on the CEPROFI program on 
November 18, 1982. the information was 
not received in sufficient+ime for 
inclusion in this preliminary 
determination. Accordingly, on the basis 
of the best information available, we 
preliminarily determine the estimated 
net bounty or grant conferred by this 
program to be 4.91 percent ad valorem. 
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affirmative countervailing duty 
determination of September 23, 1982 (47 
FR 42015). 

B. Preferential Financing Programs. 
We preliminarily determine that 
bounties or grants are being provided to 
manufacturers, producers, or exporters 
in Mexico of yarns of polypropylene 
fibers under preferential pre-export and 
export financing programs. FOMEX is a 
trust established by the government of 
Mexico to promote the manufacture and 
sale of exported products. The fund is 


administered by the Mexican Treasury ° 


Department, with the Bank of Mexico 
acting as the trustee. The Bank of 
Mexico administers the financing of 
FOMEX loans through financial 
institutions which establish contracts for 
lines of credit with manufacturers and 
exporters. 

In order for a company to be eligible 
for FOMEX financing for exports, the 
following requirements must be met: (1) 
The product to be manufactured must be 
included on a list made public by 
FOMEX; (2) the articles to be exported 
must have a minimum of 30 percent 
national content in direct production 
costs; (3) loans granted for pre-export 
financing must be in Mexican currency, 
while loans for export sales are 
established in U.S. dollars or any other 
foreign currency acceptable to the Bank 
of Mexic»; and (4) the exporter must 
carry insurance commercial 
risks to the extent of the export loans. 
The maximum annual interest rate that 
credit institutions may charge borrowers 
for FOMEX financing is 8 
percent in Mexican pesos, and the 
maximum annual interest rate for 
FOMEX export financing is 6 percent in 
the currency of the country of 
importation. 

1. FOMEX Pre-export Financing 
Program. The government of Mexico's 
response of November 1, 1982, states 
that Industrias Polifil, S.A. de C.V. 
received export financing loans, but did 
not include information concerning the 
number and amount of FOMEX pre- 
export financing loans received by this 
company. Although information on 
FOMEX pre-export loans was submitted 
to the Department on November 18, 
1982, it was not received in sufficient 
time for inclusion in this 
determination. A , on the basis 
of the best information available, we 
preliminarily determine the estimated 
net bounty or grant conferred by the 
FOMEX pre-export program to 
be 4.76 percent ad valorem. This is the 
rate for the FOMEX pre-export financing 


program determined in the Pectin from 
Mexico preliminary affirmative 
countervailing duty determination of 
September 17, 1982 (47 FR 42014). 

2. FOMEX Export Financing Program. 
The government of Mexico’s response 
states that Industrias Polifil, S.A. de C.V. 
received export financing FOMEX loans 
at 6 percent interest. We preliminarily 
find this program to be countervailable 
and determine the rate of 2.20 percent 
ad valorem as the benefit for the 
FOMEX export financing program 

We used as a bbeskdlannat fee th for the 
commercial rate of interest in Mexico 
the national average rate for 
comparable short-term dollar- 
denominated loans. During the first six 
months of 1962, we preliminarily 
determined that comparable dollar- 
denominated loans were available at 
18.03 percent. This rate was determined 
from information supplied by the 
Federal Reserve Board. To arrive at the 
2.20 percent ad valorem rate, we 
computed the difference in interest rates 
between the FOMEX export loans 
received by Industrias Polifil, S.A. de 
C.V. during the period January 1, 1982 
through June 30, 1982, and the 
benchmark commercial rate of interest. 
We then allocated this amount over the 
value of exports to the U.S. of yarns of 
polypropylene fibers during the same 
period for which export financing loans 
were obtained. 

Combining the 2.20 percent ad 
valorem benefit rate for export financing 
with the 4.76 percent ad valorem benefit 
rate for loans granted for pre-exports, 
we Calculate a total bounty or grant 
under the FOMEX program of 6.96 
percent ad valorem. 


II. Program Preliminarily Determined 
To Be Suspended and Not Used 
Recently 


We preliminarily determine that the 
Certificade de Devolucion de Impuesto 
(CEDI) program which was described in 
the notice of “Initiation of 
Countervailing Duty Investigation” is 
countervailable. Because the CEDI 
program has been ne: the 
Department preliminarily determines 
that it is not being used. If this program 
were to be reactivated, the Department 
would review its application to 
respondent in any annual review under 
section 751 of the Act, should this 
investigation result in issuance of a 
countervailing duty order. 

The CED! is a tax certificate issued by 
the government of Mexico in an amount 
equal to a percentage of the f.0.b. value 
of the exported merchandise or, if 
national insurance and tion 
are utilized, a percentage of the c.i.f. 
value of the exported product. The 


Secretary of Commerce of Mexico is 
responsible for setting the CEDI rate, 
which is not published. Exporters are 
required to apply for each CEDI by 
providing to the Ministry of Commerce 
(SECOM) documentation with respect to 
each individual shipment of qualifying 
exports. SECOM processes the 
application and, on approval, instructs 
the Ministry of Treasury to issue the 
CEDIs in the amount specified. The 
CEDIs are non-transferable and may be 
applied against a wide range of federal 
tax liabilities (including payroll taxes, 
value added taxes, federal income taxes 
and import duties) over a period of five 
years from the date of issuance. 

The government of Mexico's response 
gives us no information on use of this 
program during the first half of 1982. It 
only states that it discontinued the 
eligibility of the products under 
investigation for CEDI tax rebates by an 
Executive Order published on August 25, 
1982, in the Diario Official de la 
Federacion (Official Gazette). The order 
abrogates prior Executive Orders which 
contained the lists of products eligible to 
receive certificates. 
Discontinuance of the eligibility to apply 
for the CEDI was effective one day after 
publication of the Executive Order in the 
Official Gazette. 

Although we believe that exporters of 
the merchandise under investigation 
received benefits under the CEDI 
program during the first half of 1982 the 
CEDIs ceased to be available after 
August 25, 1982. We are assuming, as we 
did in our final affirmative 
countervailing duty determination on 
the Mexican Ceramic Tile from Mexico 
(47 FR 20012), that all CEDI certificates 
were used on a current basis. Therefore, 
merchandise that was accorded benefits 
under this program is not likely to enter 
the United States on or after the date of 
this preliminary determination. 
Verification 


In accordance with section 776{a) of 
the Act, we will verify all the 
information used in making our final 
determination. 


Suspension of Liquidation 

In accordance with section 703 of the 
Act, we are directing the U.S. Customs . 
Service to suspend liquidation of all 
entries of yarns of polypropylene fibers 
from Mexico which are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, and to require a cash deposit 
or the posting of a bond, for each such 
entry of the merchandise in the amount 
of 11.87 percent ad valorem. 
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This suspension will remain in effect 
until further notice. 


Public Comment 


In accordance with section 355.35 of 
the Commerce Department Regulations, 
if requested, we will hold a public 
hearing to afford interested parties an 
opportunity to comment on this 
preliminary determination at 10 a.m. on 
December 20, 1982, at the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Room D, 14th 
Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20230. Individuals 
who wish to participate in the hearing 
must submit a request to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration, Room 3099B, at the 
above address within 10 days of this 
notice’s publication. Requests should 
contain: (1) The party’s name, address, 
and telephone number; (2) the number of 
participants; (3) the reason for attending; 
and (4) a list of the issues to be 
discussed. In addition, prehearing briefs 
must be submitted to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary by December 13, 
1982. Oral presentations will be limited 
to issues raised in the briefs. All written 
views should be filed in accordance 
with 19 CFR 355.34 within 30 days of this 
notice’s publication, at the above 
address and in at least 10 copies. - 

Gary N. Horlick, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32420 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


National Telecommunications and 
information Administration 


Public Telecommunications Facilities 
Program; Closing Date for 
Applications 


AGENCY: National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Public Telecommunications 
Facilities Program; Notice of Closing 
Date for Applications. 


SuMMARY: The National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA), U.S. Department 
of Commerce, is inviting applications for 
planning and construction grants for 
public telecommunications facilities 
under the Public Telecommunications 
Facilities Program (PTFP) of NTIA. At 
the present time, NTIA expects the total 
amount of funds available for grants 
under the PTFP will be $15,000,000. 
Applicants for grants under PTFP must 
file their applications on or before 
February 28, 1983. NTIA anticipates 


making grant awards in early September 
1983. 


AUTHORITY: The Public 
Telecommunications Financing Act of 
1978, 47 U.S.C. 390, et seg. [Act], as 
amended by the Public Broadcasting 
Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. No. 97-35 
[1981 Amendments]. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Persons desiring further information 
should contact John J. O’Neill, Acting 
Program Director, PTFP/NTIA/DOC, 
Room 4625, Washington, D.C. 20230. 
Telephone (202) 377-5802. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
L. Program Goals. 


The goals of this program, as stated in 
section 390 of the Act, are: 


{T]o assist, through matching grants, in the 
planning and construction of public 
telecommunications facilities in order to 
achieve the following objectives: (1) Extend 
delivery of public telecommunications 
services to as many citizens of the United 
States as possible by the most efficient and 
economical means, including the use of 
broadcast and nonbroadcast technologies; (2) 
increase public telecommunications services 
and facilities available to, operated by, and 
owned by minorities and women; and (3) 
strengthen the capability of existing public 
television and radio stations to provide 
public telecommunications services to the 
public. 


To accomplish these goals NTIA has 
adopted a list of priorities which NTIA 
is publishing as Appendix A to the PTFP 
Final Rules. 


IL Closing Date. 


Pursuant to § 2301.10 of the PTFP 
Final Rules, the Administrator of NTIA 
hereby establishes the closing date for 
the filing of applications for grants 
under the PTFP. The closing date 
selected for the submission of 
applications is February 28, 1983. 


Ill. Eligibility. 


To be eligible to apply for or receive a 
grant under the PTFP, an applicant must 
be: (A) A public broadcast station; (B) a 
noncommercial telecommunications 
entity; (C) a system of public 
telecommunications entities; (D) a 
nonprofit foundation, corporation, 
institution, or association organized 
primarily for educational or cultural 
purposes; or (E) a State or local 
government, or a political or special 
purpose subdivision of a State. 


IV. Application Forms and Regulations. 


To apply for a PTFP grant, an 
applicant must file a timely and 
complete application on a current form 


approved by the Agency.* All persons 
and organizations on the PTFP’s mailing 
list will receive a copy of the current 
application form and the Final Rules 
shortly. Those not on the mailing list 
may obtain copies by contacting the 
PTFP at the address above. 

NTIA’s Final Rules for the PTFP, 
which will govern the 1983 grant 
competition, are being published 
simultaneously with this Notice. 
Prospective applicants should read the 
Final Rules carefully before submitting 
applications. Applicants, whose 
applications for funding in fiscal year 
1982 had been deferred, will receive 
pertinet PTFP materials and instructions 
for requesting reactivation of their 
application. 

Applicants should note that they must 
comply with the provisions of OMB 
Circular A-95. This circular requires that 
any applicant for Federal financial 
assistance must file a Notification of 
Intent (NOJ) to file such application, or 
file a complete application with the 
appropriate State and areawide 
clearinghouses. NTIA’s Interim 
Regulations require applicants to serve a 
copy of their completed applications on 
the appropriate clearinghouse{s) on or 
before February 28, 1983. Applicants are 
encouraged to contact the appropriate 
clearinghouse{s) as early as possible 
before the NTIA closing date. 


V. Filing Applications. 


Applicants may deliver applications 
either by mail or by hand. Applications 
delivered by mail must be postmarked 
no later than midnight, February 28, 
1983, and must be addressed to: Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20230. As a proof of mailing, NTIA 
will accept a legible U.S. Postal Service 
dated postmark or a legible mail receipt 
with the date of the mailing stamped by 
the U.S. Postal Service. (Applicants 
should note that not all U.S. Postal 
Service offices uniformly provide a 
dated postmark. Applicants should 
check with their local post office before 
relying on this method. Applicants are 
encouraged to use registered or at least 
first class mail.) Applications delivered 
by hand must be delivered to the above 
address between 8:00.a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 
(Eastern Time} daily, except Saturdays, 
Sundays and Federal holidays, through 
February 28, 1983. Applicants whose 


*The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
has approved the information collection and 
reporting requirements contained in NTIA’s 
application as required under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980. [OMB Approval No. 0660- 
0003.] 
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applications are postmarked after 
midnight February 28, 1983, or are 
delivered by hand after 4:30 p.m., 
February 28, 1983, will be notified that 
their applications will not be considered 
in the current competition and will be 
returned. 

NTIA requires that all applicants, 
whose proposed projects need 
authorization from the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC), 
must tender an application to the FCC 
for such authority on or before February 
28, 1983. (An application is tendered to 
the FCC when it has been received by 
the Secretary of the FCC.) NTIA will 
return the applications of any applicant 
which fails to tender an application to 
the FCC for any necessary authority on 
or before February 28, 1983. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No. 
11.550) 


Bernard J. Wunder, Jr., 
Administrator. 


[FR Doc. 82-32285 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-60-M 


COMMITTEE FOR THE , 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE 
AGREEMENTS 


Announcing Extension of Coverage of 
Singapore Export Visa and Exempt 
Certification To Include Textiles and 
Textile Products of Cotton, Wool, and 
Man-Made Fibers 


AGENCY: Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 
ACTION: Extending coverage of the 
existing Singapore export visa and 
exempt certification requirements to 
include cotton, wool, and man-made 
fiber textiles and textile products in 
Categories 300-329 and 360-369, 400-429 
and 464-469, and 600-627 and 665-669, 
produced or manufactured in Singapore 
and exported to the United States. 


(A detailed description of the textile 
categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. 
numbers was published in the Federal 
Register on February 28, 1980 (45 FR 
13172), as amended on April 23, 1980 (45 
FR 27463), August 12, 1980 (45 FR 53506), 
December 24, 1980 (45 FR 85142), May 5, 
1981 (46 FR 25121), October 5, 1981 (46 
FR 48963), October 27, 1981 (46 FR 
52409), February 9, 1982 (47 FR 5926), 
and May 13, 1982 (47 FR 20654). 


SUMMARY: Under the terms of the 
Bilateral Cotton, Wool, and Man-Made 
Fiber Textile Agreement of August 21, 
1981, as amended, between the 
Governments of the United States and 
the Republic of Singapore, letters have 


been exchanged between the two 
governments dated October 4 and 8, 
1982 extending coverage of the existing 
visa and exempt certification systems to 
include cotton, wool, and man-made 
fiber textiles and textile products. This 
coverage is in addition to the coverage 
of cotton, wool, and man-made fiber 
apparel products in Categories 330-359, 
431-459, and 630-659, described in the 
notice published at 47 FR 6683, February 
16, 1982. The visa and exempt 
certification stamps are not being 
changed and the officials of the 
Government of the Republic of 
Singapore who are authorized to issue 
these stamps also remain unchanged at 
this time. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 15, 1983 for 
cotton, wool, and man-made fiber 
textiles in Categories 300-329 and 360- 
369, 400-429 and 464-469, and 600-627 
and 665-669, produced or manufactured 
in Singapore and exported on and after 
that date. Merchandise in the designated 
categories, exported before January 15, 
1983, will not be denied entry for lack of 
a visa or certification. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ronald J. Sorini, International Trade 
Specialist, Office of Textiles and 
Apparel, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 20230 (202/377-4212). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 16, 1982 a letter dated 
February 10, 1982 from the Chairman of 
the Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements was published in 
the Federal Register (47 FR 6683), which 
established export visa and exempt 
certification mechanisms for cotton, 


‘ wool, and man-made fiber apparel 


products, produced or manufactured in 

Singapore and exported to the United 

States on and after April 1, 1982. Under 

the terms of the bilateral agreement, 

agreement has been reached to extend 

coverage of the existing visa and exempt 

certification requirements to include 

cotton, wool, and man-made fiber 

textiles and textile products, in addition 

to apparel. Accordingly, the letter 

published below from the Chairman of 

the Committee for the Implementation of 

Textile Agreements to the Commissioner 

of Customs amends the directive of 

February 10, 1982 to provide for this 

extended coverage. 

Walter C. Lenahan, 

Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 

of Textile Agreements. 

November 19, 1982. 

Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements. 

Commissioner of Customs, 

Department of the Treasury, 

Washington, D.C, 20229. 
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Dear Mr. Commissioner: This letter amends 
but does not cancel, the letter of February 10, 
1982 from the Chairman of the Committee for 
the Implementation of Textile Agreements, 


| which directed you to prohibit entry for 


consumption and withdrawal from 
warehouse for consumption of cotton, wool, 
and man-made fiber apparel products in 
Categories 330-359, 431-459, and 630-659, 
produced or manufactured in Singapore and 
exported on and after April 1, 1982, for which 
the Government of the Republic of Singapore 
had not issued an appropriate export visa or 
certification for exemption. 

Effective on January 15, 1983, the directive 
of February 10, 1982 is amended to require 
that cotton, wool, and man-made fiber textile 
and textile products in Categories 300-329 _ 
and 360-369, 400-429 and 464—469, and, 600- 
627 and 665-669 produced or manufactured in 
Singapore and exported to the United States 
on and after January 15, 1983 must also be 
visaed or certified for exemption in order to 
be entered into the United States for 
consumption, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption. Merchandise in these 
categories which has been exported before 
January 15, 1982 shall not be denied entry for 
lack of a visa or certification. The visa and 
exempt certification stamps are not being 
changed at this time, but correct category and 
quantity will be required on the visas. 

A detailed description of the textile 
categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers 
was published in the Federal Register on 
February 28, 1980 (45 FR 13172), as amended 
on April 23, 1980 (45 FR 27463), August 12, 
1980 (45 FR 53506), December 24, 1980 (45 FR 
85142), May 5, 1981 (46 FR 25121), October 5, 
1981 (46 FR 48963), October 27, 1981 (46 FR 
52409), February 9, 1982 (47 FR 5926), and 
May 13, 1982 (47 FR 20654). 

In carrying out the above directions, the 
Commissioner of Customs should construe 
entry into the United States for consumption 
to include entry for consumption into the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 


The action taken with respect to the 
Government of Republic of Singapore and 
with respect to imports of cotton, wool, and 
man-made fiber textiles and textile products 
from Singapore has been determined by the 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements to involve foreign affairs 
functions of the United States. Therefore, 
these directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, which are necessary for the 
implementation of such actions, fall. within 
the foreign affairs exception to the rule- 
making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter 
will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 


Walter C. Lenhan, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 


* of Textile Agreements. 


[FR Doc. 82-32419 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 
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COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM 
THE BLIND AND OTHER SEVERELY 
HANDICAPPED 


Procurement List 1983; Additions 


AGENCY: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and Other Severely 
Handicapped. 


ACTION: Additions to Procurement List. 


SUMMARY: This action adds to 
Procurement List 1983 commodities to be 
produced by and services to be provided 
by workshops for the blind and other 
severely handicapped. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: November 26, 1982. 


ADDRESS: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and Other Severely 
Handicapped, Crystal Square 5, Suite 
1107, 1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
Arlington, Virginia 22202. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
C. W. Fletcher (703) 557-1145. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 6, 1982, August 20, 1982, and 
September 3, 1982, the Committee for 
Purchase from the Blind and Other 
Severely Handicapped published 
notices (47 FR 34181, 47 FR 36467, and 47 
FR 38962) of proposed additions to 
Procurement List 1982, November 12, 
1981 (46 FR 55740). 

After consideration of the relevant 
matter presented, the Committee has 
determined that the commodities and 
services listed below are suitable for 
procurement by the Federal Government 
under 41 U.S.C. 46—48c, 85 Stat. 77. 

I certify that the following actions will 
not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
major factors considered were: 

a. The actions will not result in any 
additional reporting, recordkeeping or other 
compliance requirements. 

b. The actions will not have a serious 
economic impact on the current contractors 
for the commodities and services listed. 

c. The actions will result in authorizing 
small entities to produce or provide 
commodities and services procured by the 
Government. 


Accordingly, the following 
commodities and services are hereby 
added to Procurement List 1983: 


Class 7520 


File, Horizontal, Desk 
7520-00-139-—4869 
7520-00-7 28-5761 


SIC 7349 


Janitorial Service, John W. 
McCormack Post Office and Courthouse, 
Post Office Square, Boston, 
Massachusetts. 


Janitorial Service, U.S. Custom House, 
8 McKinley Square, Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

Janitorial Service, GSA Depot Building 
58, Hingham Industrial Park, 349 Lincoln 
Street, Hingham, Massachusetts. 

C. W. Fletcher, 

Executive Director. 

[FR Doc. 82-32425 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-33-M 


Procurement List 1983; Proposed 
Additions 


AGENCY: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and Other Severely 
Handicapped. 


ACTION: Proposed Additions to 
Procurement List. 


SUMMARY: The Committee has received 
proposals to add to Procurement List 
1983 services to be provided by 
workshops for the blind and other 
severely handicapped. 


DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before December 29, 1982. 


ApprESS: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and Other Severely 
Handicapped, Crystal Square 5, Suite 
1107, 1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
Arlington, Virginia 22202. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
C. W. Flectcher (703) 557-1145. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is published pursuant to 41 U.S.C. 
47(a)(2), 85 Stat. 77. Its purpose is to 
provide interested persons an 
opportunity to submit comments on the 
possible impact of the proposed actions. 

If the Committee approves the 
proposed additions, all entities of-the 
Federal Government will be required to 
procure the services listed below from 
workshops for the blind or other 
severely handicapped. 

It is proposed to add the following 
services to Procurement List 1983, 
November 18, 1982 (47 FR 52102): 


SIC 7349 


Custodial Service, Social Security 
Administration, Computer Center 
Building, 6201 Security Boulevard, 
Baltimore, Maryland. 

Janitorial/ Custodial Service, Federal 
Building and Courthouse, 101 North 5th 
Street, Muskogee, Oklahoma. 


SIC 7349 


Janitorial Services, Federal Building, 
3002 Colby Avenue, Everett, 
Washington. 
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Janitorial Services, Federal Building, 
801 Capitol, Way Olympia, Washington. 
C. W. Fletcher, © 
Executive Director. 

[FR Doc. 82~32426 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-33-M 


COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 


Privacy Act of 1974; New Routine Use 
Correction 


In FR Doc. 82-28011 beginning on page 
44830 of the issue for Tuesday, October 
12, 1982, on page 44831, the third column, 
the ninth line, the phrase “may give” 
should read “may be given”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army 


Sarasota County, Florida; intent To 
Prepare a Draft Environmental impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Beach Erosion 
Control Study 


AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
DOD. 


ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


SUMMARY: The Jacksonville District, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, is studying 
erosion control and hurricane protection 
measures for the Gulf of Mexico 
shoreline of Sarasota County, Florida. 
The following alternative actions, not all 
implementable by the Federal 
government, are under consideration: 


Non-structural 


No action. 

Rezoning of beach area. 
Modification of building codes. 
Construction setback line. 
Moratorium on construction. 
Flood insurance. 

Evacuation planning. 

Establish a no-growth program. 
Relocation of structures. 

Flood proofing of structures. 
Condemnation of land and structures. 
Various combinations of above. 


Structural 


Remove detrimental structures. 

Beach revetment. 

Beach fill with periodic nourishment. 

Beach fill with periodic nourishment 
stabilized by offshore breakwaters. 

Beach nourishment with maintenance 
material from nearby passes and inlets. 

Beach fill with periodic nourishment 
stabilized by groins. 

Seawalls. 
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Stabilization of beaches and dunes by 
vegetation. 
Various combinations of above. 


The scoping will include the issuance 
of a scoping letter describing the study 
and requesting comments from affected 
Federal, State, and local agencies. Issues 
to be analyzed in the DEIS will be 
determined during scoping. No 
cooperating agencies are involved. In 
accordance with the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, participation in the 
planning process has been initiated with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
and participation will also be solicited 
from the U.S. National Marine Fishefies 
Service (NMFS) and the State of Florida. 
Consultation will be accomplished in 
accordance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act and the 
Archeological and Historic Preservation 
Act. If a selected plan involves 
discharge of material into waters of the 
United States, the discharge will be 
specified by application of the criteria of 
Section 404(b), Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

A scoping meeting is not 
contemplated. The DEIS will be made 
available to the public in May 1983. 

Questions concerning the proposed 
action and DEIS should be addressed to: 
Mr. Jedfrey M. Carlton, Environmental 
Studies Section, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District, P.O. 
Box 4970, Jacksonville, FL 32232, 
Telephone: (904) 791-2202. 


Dated: November 17, 1982. 


Alfred B. Devereaux, Jr., 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District 
Engineer. 

|FR Doc. 82-32414 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-AJ—M 


Coastal Engineering Research Board; 
Meeting Postponed 


AGENCY: Coastal Engineering Research 
Board, DOD. 


ACTION: Notice of postponement of 
meeting. 


Pursuant to Section 10(a) (2) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. 92-463), notice is hereby given of the 
postponement of the 39th meeting of the 
U.S. Army Coastal Engineering Research 
Board. 

The meeting, originally scheduled for 
30 November and 1-2 December 1982 at 
the Wilmington Hilton, 301 N. Water 
Street, Wilmington, N.C., has been 
postponed until further notice. 

The Notice of the meeting was 
published in the Federal Register on 


October 12, 1982, Vol. 47, No. 197, page 
46185. 

John O. Roach, II, 

Army Liaison Officer with the Federal 
Register. 

[FR Doc. 82-32489 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710-6-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. CP80-547-008] 


NGPL-Canyon Compression Co.; 
Petition to Amend 


November 17, 1982. 

Take notice that on November 12, 
1982, NGPL-Canyon Compression Co. 
(Petitioner), 122 South Michigan Avenue, 
Chicago, Illinois 60603, filed in Docket 
No. CP80-547-008 a petition to amend 
the order issuing a certificate of public © 
convenience and necessity on March 30, 
1982, in Docket No. CP80-547-000 (18 
FERC 961,280) pursuant to Section 7(c) 
of the Natural Gas Act to reduce the 
contract demand service authorized to 
be rendered for Mountain Fuel Supply 
Company (Mountain Fuel) from 12,000 
Mcf per day to 6,000 Mcf per day, all as 
more fully set forth in the petition to 
amend which is on file with the 
Commission and open to public 
inspection. 

Petitioner states that it is authorized 
to render 12,000 Mcf per day of contract 
demand compression service for 
Mountain Fuel by means of Petitioner’s 
facilities in the Whitney Canyon Area, 
Uinta County, Wyoming. Mountain Fuel 
is said now to have determined that it 
will require 6,000 Mcf per day of 
contract demand to satisfy its current 
gas supply projections from the area. 
Petitioner’s other customers, Natural 
Gas Pipeline Company of America and 
Colorado Interstate Gas Company, are 
said not to object to the reduction of 
contract demand of Mountain Fuel. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
make any protest with reference to said 
petition to amend should on or before 
December 6, 1982, file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20426, a motion to 
intervene or a protest in accordance 
with the requirements of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) 
and the Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party to a 
proceeding or to participate as a party in 
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any hearing therein must file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission's Rules. 

Kenneth F, Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32398 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. EL83-5-000] 


Wisconsin Public Power Inc. Systems, 
et al. v. Wisconsin Public Service 
Corp.; Filing 

November 19, 1982. 

Take notice that on November 9, 1982, 
Wisconsin Public Power Incorporated 
System (the System”) and the Cities of 
Algoma, Eagle River, New Holstein, 
Sturgeon Bay and Two Rivers, 
Wisconsin (the “Cities”) (the System 
and the Cities, collectively the 
“Complainants”) filed a complaint 
against Wisconsin Public Service 
Corporation (“WPS”). The complaint 
alleges that WPS has violated section 
205 of the Federal Power Act. 

The Complainants request that the 
Commission issue an order finding that 
WPS has violated section 205 of the Act, 
require WPS to make 10 Mw of 
interruptible power available to the 
System under WPS’ standard form 
interruptible contract and grant such 
other relief as may be appropriate. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 
and 385.214). All such motions or 
protests should be filed on or before 
December 20, 1982. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Lois D. Cashell, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32399 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ~ 
Office of the Secretary 


Department of Defense Wage 
Committee; Closed Meetings 


Pursuant to the provisions of section 
10 of Pub. L. 92-463, the Federal 
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Advis.ry Committee Act, notice is 
hereby given that a meeting of the 
Department of Defense Wage 
Committee will be held on Tuesday, 
January 4, 1983; Tuesday, January 11, 
1983; Tuesday, January 18, 1983; and 
Tuesday, January 25, 1983 at 10:00 a.m. 
in Room 3D321, the Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 

The Committee’s primary 
responsibility is to consider and submit 
recommendations to the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, 
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics) 
concerning all matters involved in the 
development and authorization of wage 
schedules for federal prevailing rate 
employees pursuant to Pub. L. 92-392. At 
this meeting, the Committee will 
consider wage survey specifications, 
wage survey data, local wage survey 
committee reports and 
recommendations, and wage schedules 
derived therefrom. 

Under the provisions of section 10(d) 
of Pub. L. 92-463, meetings may be 
closed to the public when they are 
“concerned with matters listed in 5 
U.S.C. 552b.” Two of the matters so 
listed are those “related soley to the 
internal personnel rules and practices of 
an agency,” (5 U.S.C. 552b(c) (2)), and 
those involving “trade secrets and 
commercial or financial information 
obtained from a person and privileged 
or confidential” (5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(4)). 

Accordingly, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Civilian Personnel 
Policy) hereby determines that all 
portions of the meeting will be closed to 
the public because the matters 
considered are related to the internal 
rules and practices of the Department of 
Defense (5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(2)), and the 
detailed wage data considered by the 
Committee during its meetings have 
been obtained from officials of private 
establishments with a guarantee that the 
data will be held in confidence (5 U.S.C. 
552b(c)(4)). 

However, members of the public who 
may wish to do so are invited to submit 
material in writing to the chairman 
concerning matters believed to be 
deserving of the Committee's attention. 
Additional information concerning this 
meeting may be obtained by writing the 
Chairman, Department of Defense Wage 
Committee, Room 3D264, the Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 20301. 


M. S. Healy, 


OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 


November 19, 1982. 


(FR Doc. 82-32381 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


DOD Advisory Group on Electron 
Devices; Advisory Committee Meeting 

Working Group B (Mainly Low Power 
Devices) of the DoD Advisory Group on 
Electron Devices (AGED) will beet meet 
in closed session 16 December 1982 at 
the Naval Station, Treasure Island, San 
Francisco, California 94130. 

The mission of the Advisory Group is 
to provide the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Engineering, 
the Director, Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency and the 
Military Departme::ts with technical 
advice on the conduct of economical 
and effective research and development 


programs in the area of electron devices. 


The Working Group B meeting will be 
limited to review of research and 
development programs which the 
military propose to initiate with 
industry, universities or in their 
laboratories. The low power device area 
includes such programs as integrated 
circuits, charge coupled devices and 
memories. The review will include 
classified program details throughout. 

In accordance with Section 10(d) of 
Pub. L. 92-463, as amended, (5 U.S.C. 
App 1, 10{d) (1976)), it has been 
determined that this Advisory Group 
meeting concerns matters listed in 5 
U.S.C. 552(b) (c)(1) (1976), and that 
accordingly, this meeting will be closed 
to the public. 

M. S. Healy, 

SD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 
November 19, 1982. 
[FR. Doc. 82-32379 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


DOD Advisory Group on Electron 
Devices; Advisory Committee Meeting 

Working Group A (Mainly Microwave 
Devices) of the DoD Advisory Group on 
Electronic Devices (AGED) will meet in 
closed session on 16 December 1982 at 
the Varian Associates, 611 Hansen Way, 
Palo Alto, California 94303. 

The Mission of the Advisory Group is 
to provide the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Engineering, 
the Director, Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency and the 
Military Departments with technical 
advice on the conduct of economical 
and effective research and development 
programs in the area of electron devices. 

The Workirig Group A meeting will be 
limited to review of research and 
development programs which the 
military propose to initiate with | 
industry, universities or in their 
laboratories. This microwave device 
area includes programs on 
developments and research related to 
microwave tubes, solid state microwave, 
electronic warfare devices, millimeter 
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wave devices, and passive devices. The 
review will include classified program 
details throughout. 

In accordance with Section 10(d) of 
Pub. L. 92-463, as amended, (5 U.S.C. 
App 1, 10(d) (1976)), it has been 
determined that this Advisory Group 
meeting concerns matters listed in 5 
U.S.C. 552b{c)(1) (1976), and that 
accordingly, this meeting will be closed 
to the public. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32380 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


Public Information Collection 
Requirement Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


The Department of Defense has 
submitted to OMB for review the 
following proposal for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). Each entry contains the 
following information: (1) Type of 
Submission; (2) Title of Information 
Collection and Form Number if 
applicable; (3) Abstract statement of the 
need for and the uses to be made of the 
information collected; (4) Type of 
Respondent; (5) An estimate of the 
number of responses; (6) An estimate of 
the total number of hours needed to 
provide the information; (7) To whom 
comments regarding the information 
collection are to be forwarded; (8) the 
point of contact from whom a copy of 
the information proposal may be 
obtained. 


Extension 


Application and Authorization For 
Access to CONFIDENTIAL Information 
(DD Form 48-2). 

The Defense Investigative Service 
uses this form by which contractors 
participating in the Defense Industrial 
Security Program obtain personal data 
from a United States citizen being 
considered for a CONFIDENTIAL 
personnel security clearance granted by 
a contractor. The form is prepared 
jointly by the person being considered 
for the clearance and by the contractor. 
Completion of this form is a prerequisite 
to the granting of a CONFIDENTIAL 
clearance by a contractor. The form 
helps save government resources by 
decreasing the time it takes to grant a 
personnel security clearance at the 
CONFIDENTIAL level. 

Individual/Contractor: 130,000 
responses; 43,290 hours. 

Forward comments to Edward 
Springer, OMB Desk Office, Room 3235, 
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NEOB, Washington, D.C. 20503, and 
John V. Wenderoth, DoD Clearance 
Officer, OASD(C), DIRMS, IRAD, Room | 
1A658, Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 
20301, telephone, (202) 697-1195. 

A copy of the information proposal 
may be obtained from P. L. Tenney, 
Defense Investigative Service, Industrial 
Security Program Division, Room 5323, 
1900 Half Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 
20324, telephone (202) 693-1264. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32377 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Grant Applications; Office of Bilingual 
Education and Minority Languages 
Affairs 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 


ACTION: Notice of Extension of Closing 
Dates for Transmittal of New 
Applications for Fiscal Year 1982 
Assistance under the Basic Projects 
Program (84.003D) and the 
Demonstration Projects Program 
(84.003B). 


SUMMARY: This notice extends the 
closing date of January 7, 1983 to 
January 26, 1983 for the transmittal of 
new applications under the Basic 
Projects Program (84.003D). This notice 
also extends the closing date of January 
12, 1983 to January 28, 1983 for the 
transmittal of new applications under 
the Demonstration Projects Program 
(84.003B). The application notices for 
these programs, published in the Federal 
Register on October 20, 1982 (47 FR 
46743, 46745), provide detailed 
information concerning the Basic 
Projects Program and the Demonstration 
Projects Program. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Inquiries 
concerning these extension dates should 
be addressed to the Office of Bilingual 
Education and Minority Languages 
Affairs, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. 
(Room 421, Reporters Building), 
Washington, D.C. 20202. Telephone: 
(202) 245-2961. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No. 
84.003, Bilingual Education) 

Jesse M. Soriano, y 

Director, Office of Bilingual Education, and 
Minority Languages Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 82~32428 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 


Discretionary Grant Under 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as 
Amended; Application Notice 
Establishing Closing Dates for 
Transmittal of Fiscal Year 1983 
Noncompeting Continuation 
Applications 

AGENCY: Department of Education. 
ACTION. Application notices establishing 
closing dates for transmittal of fiscal 
year 1983 noncompeting continuation 
applications. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of these 
application notices is to inform potential 
applicants of fiscal and programmatic 
information and closing dates for 
transmittal of applications for 
noncompeting continuation grants 
awarded by the Department of 
Education under Titles III and VII of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
Organization of Notice 

This notice covers certain 
discretionary grant programs 
administered by the Rehabilitation 
services Administration within the 
Department of Education that are 
expected to be funded in Fiscal Year 
1983. 

This notice contains two parts. Part I 
includes, in chronological order, the list 
of all closing dates covered by this 
notice. Part II consists of the individual 
application announcements for each 
program. These announcements are %in 
the same order as the closing dates 
listed in Part I. 

The budget estimates in the individual 
application notices are based on the 
President's Fiscal Year 1983 Budget 
Request and are subject to change by 
the Congress. 


Instruction for Transmittal of 
Applications 


Applicants should note specifically 
the instructions for the transmittal of 
applications included below: 

Transmittal of Applications: In order 
to be assured of consideration for 
funding, applications for noncompeting 
continuation projects should be mailed 
or hand delivered on or before the 
closing date given in the individual 
program announcements included in this 
document. If a noncompeting 
continuation application is late, the U.S. 
Department of Education may lack 
sufficient time to review it with other 


‘ noncompeting continuation applications 


and may decline to accept it. 
Applications Delivered by Mail: 
Except where specified otherwise 
immediately below and in the individual 
program announcements, applications 
for noncompeting continuation projects 


must be addressed to the Department of 
Education Application Control Center, 
Attention: (Appropriate CFDA No.), - 
Washington, D.C. 20202. 

Note.—Applicants for programs under 
84.128G (Handicapped Migratory Agricultural 
Service Projects), 84.129 (Rehabilitation Long- 
Term Training Projects, except in the field of 
prosthetics-orthotics and projects of national 
scope), and 84.129D (Rehabilitation 
Continuing Education) are required to send 
applications to the Regional Offices of the 
U.S. Department of Education. The individual 
program announcements for these programs 
specifically direct applicants to transmit 
applications to the appropriate Regional 
Office. In these cases applications must be 
mailed or hand delivered to the appropriate 
address below: 


Region I: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, John F. Kennedy 
Federal Building, Room E-400, 
Government Center, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02203. 

Region II: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 26 Federal Plaza, 
Room 4106, New York, New York 10278. 


Region III: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 3535 Market Street, 
P.O. Box 13716, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19101. 


Region IV: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 101 Marietta Street, 
NW., Suite 903, Atlanta, Georgia 30323. 

Region V: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 300 South Wacker 
Drive, 15th Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60606. 


Region VI: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 1200 Main Tower 
Building, Room 1400, Dallas, Texas 
75202. 


Region VII: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 324 E. 11th Street, 11 
Oak Building, 10th Floor West, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64106. 


Region VIII: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, Federal Office 
Building, Room 982, 1961 Stout Street, 
Denver, Colorado 80202. 


Region IX: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, Federal Office 
Building, 50 United Nations Plaza, San 
Francisco, California 94102. 


Region X: RSA Regional 
Commissioner, Department of 
Education, OSERS, 2901 Third Avenue 
(MS 111), Seattle, Washington 98101. 
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An applicant must show proof of 
mailing consisting of one of the 
following: 


(1) A legibly dated U.S. Postal Service © 


postmark. 

(2) A legible mail receipt with the date 
of mailing stamped by the U.S. Postal 
Service. 

(3) A dated shipping label, invoice, or 
receipt from a commercial carrier. 

(4) Any other evidence of mailing 
acceptable to the U.S, Secretary of 
Education. 

If an application is sent through the 
U.S. Postal Service, the Secretary does 
not accept either of the following as 
proof of mailing: (1) A private metered 
postmark, or (2) a mail receipt that is not 
dated by the U.S. Postal Service. 

An applicant should note that the U.S. 
Postal Service does not uniformly 
provide a dated postmark. Before relying 
on this method, an applicant should 
check with its local post office. 

An applicant is encouraged to use 
registered or at least first class mail. 

Applications Delivered by Hand: 
Applications for noncompeting 
continuation grants must be taken to the 
U.S. Department of Education, 
Application Control Center, Room 5673, 
Regional Office Building 3, 7th and D 
Streets, SW., Washington, D.C. 


OR 


To the appropriate Regional Office at 
the address given above. 

The Application Control Center will 
accept hand-delivered applications 
between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. (local 
time) daily, except Saturdays, Sundays, 
and Federal holidays. 

The Regional Offices will accept hand 
delivered-applications between 8:30 a.m. 
and 4:30 p.m. (Washington, D.C. time) 
daily, except Saturdays, Sundays, and 
Federal holidays. 


Part II—Application Announcements for 
Each Program 


84.128A—Special Projects and 
Demonstrations for Providing 
Vocational Rehabilitation Services to 
Severely Handicapped Individuals 


Closing Date: January 14, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 311(a)(1) of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 777a(a)(1)) 

Awards are made under this program 
to States and public and other nonprofit 
agencies and organizations. 

The purpose of this program is to 
support projects designed to expand or 
otherwise improve vocational 
rehabilitation services and other 
services for severely handicapped 
individuals. 

Available Funds: The total amount of 
funds awarded under this program in 
Fiscal Year 1982 (excluding spinal cord 
injury projects) was $4,014,000; of this 
amount $3,969,000 was for noncompeting 
continuation projects and $45,000 was 
for one new project. At this time the 
Fiscal Year 1983 appropriation is 
undetermined. It is estimated that 
$964,000 will be available for 
noncompeting continuation projects in 
Fiscal Year 1983. An estimated 8 
noncompeting continuation projects will 
be awarded at an average project cost 
of about $120,000. These estimates do 
not bind the Department of Education to 
a specific number of grants or to the 
amount of any grant unless that amount 
is otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application Forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
grant support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of the application not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 
further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 


Applicable Regulations: The following - 


regulations are applicable to this 
program; 

(a) Regulations governing Special 
Projects and Demonstrations for 
Providing Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services to Severely Handicapped 
Individuals (34 CFR Parts 369 and 373); 
and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 
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Further Information: Harold F. Shay, 
Director, Division of Special Projects, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, 
Department of Education, 400 Maryland 
Avenue, SW., Room 3321, Mary E. 
Switzer Building, Washington, D.C. 
20202. Telephone: (202) 245-0079. 


84.128E—Special Projects and 
Demonstrations for Providing 
Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
Severely Handicapped individuals 
(Spinal Cord Injury System Projects) 


Closing Date: January 14, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 311(a)(1) of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 777a(a)(1)). 

Awards are made under this program 
to States and public and other nonprofit 
agencies and organizations. 

The purpose of this program is to 
support projects designed to expand or 
otherwise improve vocational 
rehabilitation services and other 
rehabilitation services for severely 
handicapped individuals including 
individuals with spinal cord injuries. 
Projects serving exclusively individuals 
with spinal cord injuries are included in 
the list of authorized project activities 
set forth in the program regulations in 34 
CFR 373.10. 

Available Funds: The total amount of 
funds awarded under this program for 
spinal cord injury projects in Fiscal Year 
1982 was $4,831,000; of this amount 
$285,000 was for noncompeting 
continuation project extensions and 
$4,546,000 was for new projects. At this 
time the Fiscal Year 1983 appropriation 
for spinal cord injury projects is 
undetermined. It is estimated that 
$4,600,000 will be available for 
noncompeting continuation projects in 
Fiscal Year 1983. An estimated 17 
noncompeting continuation projects will 
be awarded with an average prc, zct cost 
of about $270,000. These estimates do 
not bind the Department of Education to 
a specific number of grants or to the 
amount of any grant unless that amount 
is otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application Forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of the application not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 





further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 

Applicable Regulations: The following 
regulations are applicable to this 
program: 

(a) Regulations governing Special 
Projects and Demonstrations for 
Providing Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services to Severely Handicapped 
Individuals (34 CFR Parts 369 and 373); 
and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further Information: Harold F. Shay, 
Director, Division of Special Projects, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, 
Department of Education, 400 Maryland 
Avenue SW., Washington, D.C. 20202. 
Telephone: (202) 245-0079. 


84.128G—Handicapped Migratory 
Agricultural and Seasonal Farmworker 
Vocational Rehabilitation Service 
Projects 


Closing Date: February 1, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 312 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 777b). 

Awards are made under this program 
to State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies or local agencies administering 
a vocational rehabilitation program 
under written agreements with State 
agencies. 

The purpose of this program is to 
support projects for providing vocational 
rehabilitation services to handicapped 
migratory agricultural workers or 
handicapped seasonal farmworkers. 

Available Funds: The total amount of 
funds awarded under this program for 
Fiscal year 1982 was $942,000. All 
funded projects were noncompeting 
continuations. At this time the Fiscal 
Year 1983 appropriation is 
undetermined. It is estimated that 2 
noncompeting continuation projects will 
be awarded at an average project cost 
of about $105,000. These estimates do 
not bind the Department of Education to 
a specific number of grants or to the 
amount of any grant unless that amount 
is otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application Forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
grant support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of the application not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 


further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 

Applicants applying for assistance 
under this program must submit their 
applications to the appropriate Regional 
Office. 

Applicable Regulations: Regulations 
applicable to this program include the 
following: 

(a) Regulations governing the 
Handicapped Migratory Agricultural 
and Seasonal Farmworker Vocational 
Rehabilitation Service Projects Program 
(34 CFR Parts 369 and 375); and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further Information: Harold F. Shay, 
Director, Division of Special Projects, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, 
U.S. Department of Education, room 
3321, Mary E. Switzer Building, 400 
Maryland Avenue, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone: (202) 245-0079. 


84.132—Centers for Independent Living 


Closing date: February 1, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 711 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 796e). 

Awards are made under this program 
to the designated State vocational 
rehabilitation unit. Awards may also be 
made to local public agencies or private 
nonprofit organizations within a State. 

The purpose of this program is to 
establish and operate centers for 
independent living which offer a 
combination of independent living 
services for severely handicapped 
individuals or groups of severely 
handicapped individuals so that they 
may live more independently in family 
and community, or secure and maintain 
employment, with the maximum degree 
of self-direction. 

Available funds: The total amount of 
funds awarded under this program for 
Fiscal Year 1982 was $17,280,000; of this 
amount $14,597,000 was for 
noncompeting continuation projects and 
$2,683,000 was for new projects. At this 
time the Fiscal Year 1983 appropriation 
is undetermined. It is estimated that 
$6,268,000 will be available for 
noncompeting continuation projects in 
Fiscal Year 1983. An estimated 37 
noncompeting continuation projects will 
be awarded at an average project cost 
of about $170,000. Funding will be at 
approximately the same level as was 
awarded in Fiscal Year 1982. These 
estimates do not bind the Department of 
Education to a specific number of grants 
or to the amount of any grant unless that 
amount is otherwise specified by statute 
or regulations. 
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Application forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
grant support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 


_ narrative portion of the application not 


exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 
further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 

Applicable regulations: Regulations 
governing this program include the 
following: 

(a) Regulations governing the Centers 
for Independent Living Program (34 CFR 
Part 366); and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further information: Harold F. Shay, 
Director, Division of Special Projects, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, 
U.S. Department of Education, Room 
3321, Mary E. Switzer Building, 400 
Maryland Avenue, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone: (202) 245-0079. 


84,129—Rehabilitation Long-Term 
Training Projects 


Closing date: February 8, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 304 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 774). 

Awards are made under this program 
to State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies and other public or nonprofit 
agencies or organizations, including 
institutions of higher education. 

The purpose of the Rehabilitation 
Long-Term Training Program is to 
support projects designed for training 
personnel available for employment in 
public or private agencies involved in 
the rehabilitation of physically and 
mentally Kandicapped individuals, 
especially those who are the most 
severely handicapped. 

Available funds: The total euiount of 
funds awarded for the support of 
Rehabilitation Long-Term Training 
projects in Fiscal Year 1982 was 
$13,469,000. At this time the Fiscal Year 
1983 appropriation is undetermined. It is 
estimated that $12,579,000 will be 
available for Rehabilitation Long-Term 
Training noncompeting continuation 
training projects for Fiscal Year 1983. 
These estimates do not bind the 
Department of Education to a specific 
number of grants or to the amount of 
any grant unless that amount is 
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otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
grant support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of the application not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The secretary 
further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 

Applicants applying for assistance 
under this program must submit their 
applications to the appropriate Regional 
Office, except for projects in the field of 
prosthetics-orthotics and projects of 
national scope, which will be submitted 
to the Application Control Center. 

Applicable regulations: Regulations 
applicable to this program include the 
following: 

(a) Regulations governing the 
Rehabilitation Long-Term Training 
Program (34 CFR Parts 385 and 386); and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further information: Martin W. 
Spickler, Ph.D., Director, Division of 
Resource Development, Rehabilitation 
Services Administration, U.S. 
Department of Education, Room 3329, 
Mary E. Switzer Building, 400 Maryland 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20202. 
Telephone: (202) 245-0075. 


64.129D—Rehabilitation Continuing 
Education Projects 


Closing date: February 15, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in Section 304 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 774). 

Awards are made under this program 
to State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies, and other public or nonprofit 
agencies and organizations, including 
institutions of higher education. 


J 


The purpose of this program is to 
support training centers that serve either 
a Federal region or another mu!ti-State 
geographical area and provide for a 
broad integrated sequence of training 
activities that focus on meeting 
recurrent training needs of rehabilitation 
personnel employed in public and 
nonprofit programs providing 
rehabilitation services to severely 
physically and mentally disabled 
individuals. 

Available funds: The total amount of 
funds awarded under this program for 
Fiscal Year 1982 was $2,000,000. At this 
time the Fiscal Year 1983 appropriation 
is undetermined. It is estimated that 
$2,000,000 will be available for 
noncompeting continuation projects in 
Rehabilitation Continuing Education in 
Fiscal Year 1983 to be distributed within 
each Federal Region as follows: 

Region I 
Region IL... 
Region IIL. 


These estimates do not bind the 
Department of Education to a specific 
number of grants or to the amount of 
any grant unless that amount is 
otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application forms: Application forms 
and program information packages will 
be mailed to grantees who are eligible to 
apply for noncompeting continuation 
grant support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of the application not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 
further urges that only the information 
required be submitted. 

Applicants applying for assistance 


under this program must submit their 
applications to the appropriate Regional 
Office. 

Applicable regulations: Regulations 
applicable to this program include the 
following: 

(a) Regulations governing the 
Rehabilitation Continuing Education 
Program (34 CFR Parts 385 and 389); and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further information: Martin W. 
Spickler, Ph. D., Director, Division of 
Resource Development, Rehabilitation 
Services Administration, U.S. 
Department of Education, Room 3329, 
Mary E. Switzer Building, 400 Maryland 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20202. 
Telephone: (202) 245-0075. 


84.128B—Projects With Industry 


Closing date: February 15, 1983— 
Noncompeting Continuations. 

Authority for this program is 
contained in section 621 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended. 
(29 U.S.C. 795g). 

Agreements are made under this 
program with employers and profit- 
making and nonprofit organizations, 
including any industrial, business or 
commercial enterprise; labor 
organization; community trade 
association; rehabilitation facility; or 
any other agency or organization with 
the capacity to arrange, coordinate or 
conduct training and other employment 
programs and provide supportive 
services and assistance to handicapped 
individuals in a realistic work setting. 

The purpose of this program is to 
provide handicapped individuals with 
training, employment, and supportive 
services and assistance within business, 
industry, or other realistic work settings 
in order to prepare them for competitive 
employment and permit them to 
maintain their employment. 

Available funds: The total amount of 
funds available under this program in 
Fiscal Year 1982 was $7,500,000. At this 
time, the Fiscal Year 1983 appropriation 
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is undetermined. It is estimated that 
$1,750,000 will be available for Fiscal 
Year 1983 for noncompeting 
continuations. An estimated 15 
noncompeting continuation projects will 

be awarded with an average project 
totaling $117,000. These estimates do not 
bind the Department of Education to a 
specific number of grants or to the 
amount of any grant unless that amount 
is otherwise specified by statute or 
regulations. 

Application forms: Application forms 
and program information will be mailed 
to grantees who are eligible to apply for 
noncompeting continuation grant 
support under this notice. 

Applications must be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with the 
regulations, instructions, and forms 
included in the program information 
package. The Secretary urges that the 
narrative portion of applications not 
exceed 15 pages in length. The Secretary 
further urges that applicants not submit 
information that is not requested. 

Applicable regulations: Regulations 
applicable to this program include the 
following: 

(a) Regulations governing the Projects 
with Industry Program (34 CFR Parts 369 
and 379); and 

(b) Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) 
(34 CFR Parts 74, 75, 77, and 78). 

Further information: Harold F. Shay, 
Director, Division of Special Projects, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, 
U.S. Department Education, Room 3321, 
Mary E. Switzer Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone: (202) 245-0079. 


EIA-174 


[FR Doc. 82-32461 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01M 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 


George A. Conn, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services. 


[FR Doc. 82-2431 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Energy Information Administration 
Agency Forms Under Review by the 
Office of Management and Budget 


AGENCY: Energy Information 
Administration, DOE. 

ACTION: Notice of submission of request 
for clearance to the Office of 
Management and Budget. 


SUMMARY: Under provisions of the 


. Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 


Chapter 35), Department of Energy 
(DOE) notices of proposed collections 
under review will be published in the 
Federal Register on the Thursday of the 
week following their submission to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB). Following this notice is a list of 
the DOE proposals sent to OMB for 
approval since November 12, 1982. 
Each entry contains the following 
information and is listed by the DOE 
sponsoring office: (1) The form number; 
(2) Form title; (3) Type of request, e.g., 
new, revision, or extension; (4) 
Frequency of collection; (5) Response 
obligation, i.e., mandatory, voluntary, or 
required to obtain or retain benefit; (6) 
Type of respondent; (7) An estimate of 
the number of respondents; (8) Annual 
respondent burden, i.e., an estimate of 


DOE Forms UNDER REviEw BY OMB 
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the total number of hours needed to fill 
out the form; and (9) A brief abstract 
describing the proposed collection. 


DATES: Last Notice published Friday, 
November 12, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


John Gross, Director, Forms Clearance 
and Burden Control Division, Energy 
Information Administration, M.S. 1H- 
023, Forrestal Building, 1000. 
Independence Ave., NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252- 


2308. 

Jefferson B. Hill, Department of Energy 
Desk Officer, Office of Management 
and Budget, 726 Jackson Place, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20503, (202) 395- 
7340. 

Vartkes Broussalian, Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission Desk Officer, 
Office of Management and Budget, 726 
Jackson Place, NW., Washington, D.C. 
20503, (202) 395-3087. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies 
of proposed collections and supporting 
documents may be obtained from Mr. 
Gross. Comments and questions about 
the items on this list should be directed 
to the OMB reviewer; comments should 
also be provided Mr. Gross. If you 
anticipate commenting on a form, but 
find that time to prepare will prevent 
you from submitting comments 
promptly, you should advise the OMB 
reviewer of your intent as early as 
possible. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., November 19, 
1982. ; 
Yvonne M. Bishop, 
Director, Statistical Standards, Energy 
Information Administration. 


Energy Data System and the “Shor 
Term Monthly Demand Forecasting 
Model.” 

18,00 | Form FERC-423 collects data on the 
cost and quality of fuels delivered tc 
electric utility plants. Data are usec 
in the evaluation of individual utili 
costs and pratices, in rate cases 
and in periodic reviews to ensure 
efficient use of resources. Data are 
also published by EIA. 
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Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Project No. 6773-000] 


Wainut Valley Water District; 
Application for Exemption of Small 
Conduit Hydroelectric Facility 


November 19, 1982. ; 

Take notice that on October 18, 1982, 
The Walnut Valley Water District 
(Applicant) filed an application, under 
Section 30 of the Federal Power Act 
(Act) [16 U.S.C. Section 823(a)], for 
exemption of a proposed hydroelectric 
project from requirements of Part I of the 
Act. The proposed Joint Water Line 
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 
6773) would be located on an existing 
Applicant's water supply pipeline in Los 
Angeles County, near Walnut, CA. 
Correspondence with the Applicant 
should be directed to: Mr. Ed Biederman, 
General Manager, The Walnut Valley 
Water District, 271 South Brea Canyon 
Rd., Walnut, CA 91789. 

Purpose of Project—The electrical 
energy produced at the site would be 
sold to Southern California Edison 
Company via an existing transmission 
line. 

Project Descrition—The proposed 
project woul consist of a powerhouse 
to contain two generating uniis with a 
total rated capacity of 195 kW operating 
under a head of 123 feet. 

Agency Comments—The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, The National Marine 


Fisheries Service, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game are 
requested, for the purposes set forth in 


. Section 30 of the Act, to file within 45 


days from the date of issuance of this 
notice appropriate terms and conditions 
to protect any fish and wildlife 
resources or otherwise carry out the 
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. General comments 
concerning the project and its resources 
are requested; however, specific terms 
and conditions to be included as a 
condition of exemption must be clearly 
identified in the agency letter. If an 
agency does not file terms and 
conditions within this time period, that 
agency will be presumed to have none. 
Other Federal, State, and local agencies 
are requested to provide comments they 
may have in accordance with their 
‘duties and responsibilities. No other 
formal requests for comments will be 
made. Comments should be confined to 
substantive issues relevant to the 
granting of an exemption. If an agency 
does not file comments within 45 days 
from the date of issuance of this notice, 
it will be presumed to have no 
comments. One copy of an agency’s 
comments must also be sent to the 
Applicant's representatives. 

Comments, Protests, or Motions To 
Intervene—Anyone may file comments, 
a protest, or a motion to intervene in 
accordance with the requirements of 
Commission Rules 211 or 214, 18 CFR 


385.211 or 385.214, 47 FR 19025-26 (1982). 
In determining the appropriate action to 
take, the Commission will consider all 
protests or other comments filed, but 
only those who file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission’s Rules may become a 
party to the proceeding. Any comments, 
protests, or motions to intervene must 
be filed on or before January 3, 1983. 
Filing and Service of Responsive 
Documents—Any filings must bear in all 
capital letters the title “COMMENTS”, 
“PROTEST”, or “MOTION TO 
INTERVENE”, as applicable, and the 
Project Number of this notice. Any of 
the above named documents must be 
filed by providing the original and those 
copies required by the Commission's 
regulations to: Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street, 
NE., Washington, D.C. 20426. An 
additional copy must be sent to: Fred E. 
Springer, Chief, Applications Branch, 
Division of Hydropower Licensing, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Room 208 RB at the above address. A - 
copy of any motion to intervene must 
also be served upon each representative 
of the Applicant specified in the first 
paragraph of this notice. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 


Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 82-32368 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 
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The above notices of determination 

were received from the indicated 

‘ jurisdictional agenices by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission pursuant 
to the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978 
and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). An (*) before the 
Control (JD) number denotes additional 
purchasers listed at the end of the 
notice. 

The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 
under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission’s Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 10 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Categories within each NGPA 
sections are indicated by the following 
codes: 


Section 102-1: New OCS lease 
102-2: New well (2.5 mile rule) 


Amerada Hess Corporation 
Washington and Warren Counti 


...| Petroleum refinery reactivation 
..-| New resource recovery facility 


102-3: New well (1000 ft rule) 
102-4: New onshore reservoir 
102-5: New reservoir on old bcs lease 
Section 107—DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 
107-GB: Geopressured brine 
107-CS: Coal seams 
107-DV: Devonian shale 
107-PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 
107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 
Section 108: Stripper well 
108-SA: Seasonaly affected 
108-ER: Enhanced recovery 
108-PB: Pressure buildup 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 82-32214 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[A-2-FR 2249-1] 


Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
of Air Quality (PSD) Final 
Determinations 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Notice of Final Actions. 


Approximate location 


..| Port Reading, N.J 
..| Glens Fails, N.Y. 





This notice contains only a list of the 
sources which have received PSD 
determinations. Copies of these 
determinations and related materials 
are available for public inspection at: 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region II Office, Permits Administration 
Branch, Office of Policy and 
Management, 26 Federal Plaza, Room 
432, New York, New York 10278, (212) 
264-4711. 


Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act (the Act), judicial review of 
these determinations is available only 
by the filing of a petition for review in 
the United States Court of Appeals for 
the appropriate circuit on January 25, 
1983. Under Section 307(b)(2) of the Act, 
these determinations shall not be 
subject to later judicial review in civil or 
criminal proceedings for enforcement. 


Dated: November 5, 1982. 


Richard Dewling, 
Acting Regional Administrator. 


[FR Doc. 82-32138 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[ER-FRL-2252-4] 


Availability of Environmental impact 
Statements Filed November 15 
Through November 19, 1982, Pursuant 
to 40 CFR Part 1506.9 


RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Office of Federal 
Activities; General information 382— 
5075 or 382-5076 


7 


— CORPS OF ENGINEERS: 


EIS No. 820741, Draft, COE, MO—Missouri 
R. Levee Unit L-385 Flood Control 
Project, Platte & Clay Counties, Due: 1/ 
10/82. 

Department of Interior: 

EIS No. 820753, Final, NPS, SEV, CA, NV— 
Death Valley Nat'l Monument Natural/ 
Cultural Resources Mgmt., Due: 12/27/82. 

Department of Transportation: 

EIS No. 820748, Draft, FHW, IN—US 12 
Bridge Replacement Over Trail Creek, 
LaPorte County, Due: 1/10/83. 

EIS No. 820749, Draft, FHW, OH—Ohio 
Turnpike (I-76/I-80/I-90) Upgrading, IN 
to PA States Lines, Due: 1/10/83. 

EIS No. 820743, Final, FHW, LA—LA-14 
Upgrading, LA-14 Bypass to LA-676, 
Vermillion & Iberia Parishes, Due: 12/27/ 
82. 

EIS No. 820746, Final, FHW, IN—Holt Road 
Improvement/Extension, I-79 to 


53477 


SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is 
to announce that between July 1, 1982 
and September 30, 1982, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region II, issued two final 
determinations relative to the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
of Air Quality (PSD) regulations codified 
at 40 CFR 52.21 (45 FR 52676). A listing 
of these final determinations includes 
two applicability determinations. These 
PSD determinations are final actions 
under the Clean Air Act. 


DATES: The effective dates for the above 
PSD determinations are delineated in 
the following chart. (See Supplementary 
Information.) 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Kenneth Eng, Chief, Air and 
Environmental Applications Section, 
Permits Administration Branch, Office 
of Policy and Management, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region II Office, 26 Federal Plaza, Room 
432, New York, New York 10278, (212) 
264-4711. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant 
to the PSD regulations, the EPA has 
made final determinations relative to the 
sources listed below: 


Type of final action —s 


...| Sept. 20, 1982. 
...| July 9, 1982. 


| PSD non-appiicability. 
| PSD applicability ........ 


Lafayette Road, Marion Co., Due: 12/27/ 
82. 

EIS No. 820745, Final, FAA, OR— 
€lackamus County Reliever Airport, 
Mulino, Clackamus County, Due: 12/27/ 
82. 

Environmental Protection Agency: 

EIS No. 820742, Final, EPA, REG—Large 
Appliance Surface Coating Operations 
Emissions, Standards, Due: 12/27/82. 

EIS No. 820747, Final, EPA, REG— 
Publication Rotogravure Printing, 
presses, Emissions, Standards, Due: 12/ 
27/82. 

EIS No. 820752, Final, EPA, MXG— 
Galveston Ocean Dredged Material 
Disposal Site, Designation, Due: 12/27/ 
82. 

Department of Housing and Urban 
Development: 

EIS No. 820754, Draft, HUD, WY— 
Westborough Subdivision, Mortgage Ins., 
Rock Springs, Sweetwater Co., Due: 1/ 
10/83. 

Department of Agriculture: 

EIS No. 820744, Final; SCS, NB—Swan 
Creek Watershed Plan, Saline and 
Jefferson Counties, Due: 12/27/82. 

EIS No. 820751, Final, REA, NY—Fruitland 
Coal Load 230 NV Transmission Line— 
Adoption, Due: 12/27/82. 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission: 





53478 


EIS No. 820750, Final, NRC; REG—Land 
Disposal of Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste, Licensing, Due: 12/27/82. 

Amended Notice: 

EIS No. 810458, Final, SCS, NB—Swan 
Creek Watershed Plan, Saline and 
Jefferson Counties *Published FR 6/19/ 
81—Officially withdrawn. 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
Louis J. Cordie, 
Acting Director, Office of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 82-32488 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION . 


BC Docket No. 82-774; File No. BPCT- 
820526KI, BC Docket No. 82-775; File No. 
BPCT-820823KE] 


Alvarez & Escabi et al.; Designating 
Applications for Consolidated Hearing 
on Stated Issues 


Adopted: November 4, 1982. 
Released: November 19, 1982. 


In re application of Alvarez & Escabi, 
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico; Ana J. Plaza, 
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico; for construction 
permit; for a new television station. 

1. The Commission, by the Chief, 
Broadcast Bureau, acting pursuant to 
delegated authority, has before it the 
above-captioned mutually exclusive 
applications of Alvarez & Escabi (A&E) 
and Ana J. Plaza (Plaza) for a new 
commercial television station to operate 
on Channel 22, Mayaguez, Puerto Rico. 

2. A&E’s response to question 1, 
Section II, F.C.C. Form 301, indicates 
that the applicant is an individual. The 
applicant’s response to page 3, Section 
II, however, shows that J. J. Alvarez and 
Humberto Escabi each have a 50% 
interest in the applicant. Consequently, 
the legal status of the applicant is 
unclear. Accordingly, A&E will be 
required to submit an amendment 
clarifying the legal status to the 
Administrative Law Judge within 30 
days of the release of this Order. 

3. The material submitted by A&E in 
its application does not demonstrate the 
applicant's financial qualifications. ! 
Although the financial standards are 
unchanged, the Commission has 
changed the application form to require 
only certification as to financial 
qualifications. Accordingly, A&E will be 
given 30 days from the date of release of 
this Order to review its financial 
proposal in light of Commission 
requirements, to make any changes that 
may be necessary and, if appropriate, to 


'No bank letters or related documents were 
submitted to indicate the source of funds needed to 
construct and operate. 


submit a certification to the 
Administrative Law Judge in the manner 
called for in revised Section III, Form 
301, as to its financial qualificetions. If 
A&E cannot make the required 
certification, it shall so notify the 
Administrative Law Judge who shall 
then specify an appropriate issue. 
Minority Broadcasters of East St. Louis, 
Inc., BC Docket 82-378, released July 15, 
1982. 

4. There is a discrepancy between the 
azimuth of major lobes listed in Section 
V-C and the directional antenna pattern 
shown in Exhibit VC-2 of Plaza’s 
application. Plaza will be required to 
submit the correct azimuth of major 
lobes to the Administrative Law Judge 
within 30 days of the release of this 
Order. 

5. Data submitted by the applicants 
indicate that there would be a 
significant difference in the size of the 
areas and populations which would 
receive service from the proposals. 
Consequently, for the purpose of 
comparison, the areas and populations 
which would receive television service 
of 64 dBu or greater intensity (Grade B), 
together with the availability of other 
primary television services in such 
areas, will be considered under the 
standard comparative issue, for the 
purpose of determining whether a 
comparative preference should accrue to 
either of the applicants. 


Conclusion and Order 


6. The applicants are qualified to 
construct and operate as proposed. 
Since the proposals are mutually 
exclusive, however, they must be 
designated for hearing in a consolidated 
proceeding on the issues specified 
below. 

8. Accordingly, it is ordered, that, 
pursuant to Section 309(e) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, the applications are 
designated for hearing in a consolidated 
proceeding, to be held before an 
Administrative Law Judge at a time and 
place to be specified in a subsequent 
Order, upon the following issues: 

1. To determine which of the proposals 
would, on a comparative basis, better serve 
the public interest. 

2.To determine, in light of the evidence 
adduced pursuant to the foregoing issue, 
which of the applications should be granted. 


9. It is further ordered, that Alvarez & 
Escabi shall submit an amendment to 
their application correcting the 
discrepancy noted in paragraph two, 
above, to the Administrative Law Judge 
within 30 days of the release of this 
Order. 

11. It is further ordered, that Alvarez & 
Escabi shall, within 30 days of the 
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release of this Order, submit a financial 
certification required by Section III, 
F.C.C. Form 301, or advise the 
Administrative Law Judge that the 
required certification cannot be made. 

12. It is further ordered, that Ana J. 
Plaza shall submit the required azimuth 
of major lobes, to correct the 
discrepancy noted in paragraph four, 
above, to the Administrative Law Judge 
within 30 days of the release of this 
Order. 

13. It is further ordered, that, to avail 
themselves of the opportunity to be 
heard, the applicants herein shall, 
pursuant to § 1.221(c) of the 
Commission's Rules, in person or by 
attorney, within 20 days of the mailing 
of this Order, file with the Commission, 
in triplicate, a written appearance 
stating an intention to appear on the 
date fixed for hearing and to present 
evidence on the issues specified in this 
Order. 

14. It is further ordered, that the 
applicants herein shall, pursuant to 
Section 311(a)(2) of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as amended, and § 73.3594 
of the Commission’s Rules, give notice 
of the hearing within the time and in the 
manner prescribed in such Rule, and 
shall advise the Commission of the 
publication of such notice as required by 
§ 73.3594(g) of the Rules. 


Federal Communications Commission. 


Laurence E. Harris, 
Chief, Broadcast Bureau. 


Larry D. Eads, 
Chief, Broadcast Facilities Division, 
Broadcast Bureau. 


[FR Doc. 82-32384 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 


[BC Docket No. 82-763; File No. BPCT- 
80111 4KG] 


Elba Development Corp.; Designating 
Application for Hearing on Stated 
Issues 


Adopted: November 3, 1982. 
Released: November 18, 1982. 


In re application of; Elba Development 
Corp., (KQTV (TV)), St. Joseph, 
Missouri, for a construction permit; for a 
major change. 

1. The Commission, by the Chief, 
Broadcast Bureau, has before it for 
consideration the above-captioned 
application of Elba Development 
Corporation (Elba), licensee of 
television broadcast station KQTV, 
Channel 2, St. Joseph, Missouri, seeking 
to make major changes in the facilities 
of that station; and petitions to deny 
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filed by (1) Scripps-Howard 
Broadcasting Co. (Scripps-Howard), 
licensee of KSHB-TV, Channel 41, 
Kansas City, Missouri; (2) The Hearst 
Corporation. licensee of KMBC-TV, 
Channel 9, Kansas City, Missouri; (3) 
Meredith Corporation (Meredith), 
licensee of KCMO-TV, Channel 5, 
Kansas City, Missouri; (4) Topeka 
Television, Inc. licensee if KSNT 
Channel 27, Topeka, Kansas; (5) Taft 
Broadcasting Co. (Taft), licensee of 
WDAF-TV, Channel 4, Kansas City, 
Missouri; and (6) Mid-America 
Broadcasting of Topeka, Inc. (Mid- 
America), permittee of Channel 49, 
Topeka, Kansas. 

2. Each Petitioner Claims standing as 
a “party in interest” within the meaning 
of Section 309(d) of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as amended, on the grounds 
that the proposed new station would 
compete in the Topeka/Kansas City 
area for audience and revenues, 
inflicting economic injury on the 
Petitioners. The Commission finds that 
the petitioners have standing. Federal 
Communications Commission v. 
Sanders Brothers Radio Station, 309 
U.S. 470, 60 S. Ct. 393, 9 RR 2008 (1940). 


Introduction 


3. St. Joseph, Missouri, is located 50 
miles north of Kansas City, Missouri. 
Elba currently transmits from a site 2.8 
miles east of the St. Joseph reference 
point with an antenna height of 810 feet 
above average terrain and an effective 
radiated visual power (ERP) of 100 kW. 
Elba is proposing to move to a site 5.3 
miles east of Potter, Kansas, which is 
approximately 26 miles southwest of the 
St. Joseph reference point. Elba is 
proposing to build a 2000 foot above 
ground tower at the proposed site with 
ERP of 100 kW. At the present time, 
KQTV provides no primary city service 
to Kansas City, Missouri, Kansas City, 
Kansas or Topeka, Kansas, nor is Grade 
A service provided to Kansas City or 
. Topeka, Kansas. Elba states that its goal 
in filing the above-referenced 
application is to improve its facilities 
and to serve more people, while 
continuing to fulfill its primary 
obligation to St. Joseph, the city of 
license. 


De Facto Reallocation ' 


4. Generally, Petitioners contend that 
the Commission must determine 
whether the move would achieve a fair, 
efficient and equitable distribution of 
television service within the meaning of 
Section 307(b) of the Communicatiens ~ 


‘Since Petitioners raise similar arguments in their 
petitions, these and related pleadings will be 
considered jointly, unless otherwise indicated. 


Act of 1934, as amended. Specifically, 
Petitioners contend that grant of Elba’s 
application would constitute the de 
facto reallocation of Channel_2 from St. 
Joseph to Topeka or Kansas City.” In 
support of this contention, Petitioners 
principally rely on Communications 
Investment Corp. v. FCC, 641 F. 2d 954 
(D.C. Cir. 1981). Petitioners argue that 
Elba’s proposal satisfies several of the 
key factors identified by the Court 
which have tended in the past to suggest 
to the Commission or the Court that a de 
facto reallocation issue must be 
ventilated in an evidentiary hearing 
before a transmitter relocation can be 
approved (id. at 968). The pertinent 
factors are: (1) The ratio of St. Joseph's 
population (72,691) to Kansas City, 
Kansas (168,000) and Kansas City, 
Missouri (507,000) combined is 
approximately one to eight; in the case 
of Topeka (125,011), the ratio is 1:1.7; (2) 
Elba is proposing to move its transmitter 
from a site 2.8 miles north of St. Joseph 
to a location that is 25.8 miles from St. 
Joseph; 33.8 miles from Kansas City, 
Missouri; 30.7 miles from Kansas City, 
Kansas and 42.3 miles from Topeka, 
Kansas; (3) KQTV’s signal strength over 
St. Joseph will decline from 111 to 82 


* dBu, a 29 dBu reduction; (4) signal 


strength over Kansas City, Missouri will 
increase 21 dBu from 55 to 76 dBu; the 
KQTV signal strength at the Kansas 
City, Kansas reference point would 
increase 20 dBu from 58 to 78 dBu and 
theKQTV signal strength at the Topeka 
reference point would increase 25.5 dBu 
from 43.5 dBu to 69 dBu. Operating as 
proposed, the principal city contour of 
KQTV would include 68% of the area of 
Kansas City, Missouri and all of Kansas 
City, Kansas. The Grade A contour 
would include 93% of the area of Kansas 
City, Missouri, all of the area of Kansas 
City, Kansas and 85% of the area of 
Topeka, Kansas; (5) proposed relocation 
will create an unserved area of 5,805 
persons in an area of 429 square miles. 
KQTV would provide a first television 
service to a population of approximately 
6,000 people in an area of 418 square 
miles. A second television service would 
be provided to a population of 7,463 
persons in an area of 413 square miles 
(6) there is a history of prior efforts by 
previous KQTV licensees and the 
present applicant to relocate closer to 
the Topeka/Kansas City market. 
Specifically, when the station was sold 
to Elba in October, 1979, Elba requested 
additional time to decide whether it 
wanted to resume prosecution of the 


2On June 29, 1982, the Commission issued a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in BC Docket No. 
82-320, 47 FR 29282, (1982) reexamining its current 
de facto reallocation policy. 
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pending major change application of its 
predecessor. Subsequently, in June 1980, 
the Commission dismissed the pending 
application “in light of the age of the 
case and volume of papers which had 
been filed.” Thereafter, Elba filed the 
instant application * (7) there are no 
unique advantages to the site proposed 
by Elba, in that there are other sites to 
the north of St. Joseph that would 
accommodate a 2000 foot above ground 
tower and enable Elba to render better 
service to St. Joseph. Petitioners allege 
that, at the alternate site,.the Grade B 
contour would cover an area of 20,106 
square miles with a population of 
1,187,603 persons; would provide first 
and second television service to 60,014 
persons in an area of 2,564 square miles 
and 19,007 persons in an area of 1,324 
square miles, respectively; no Grade A 
service to Kansas City, Kansas, Kansas 
City, Missouri or Topeka; there would 
be no overlap of KQTV primary city, 
Grade A or B contours with the principal 
city, Grade A or B contours of Mid- 
America, the permittee of Channel 49. 

5. Elba responds that the population 
figures relied upon by the Petitioners are 
outdated. Elba contends that, according 
to 1980.census information, the 
population of St. Joseph is 76,691; the 
population of Topeka is 115,266; and the 
population of Kansas City, Missouri is 
448,159. Elba further contends that, 
according to the above population 
figures, the ratio of the St. Joseph 
population to Kansas City, Missouri is 
1:5.8 and St. Joseph to Topeka is 1:1.5, 
which, Elba claims, is less than any ratio 
found to be significant by the court in 
CIC. Elba argues that the methods used 
by Petitioners to measure the distance 
from transmitter site to the city of 
license and to the larger city are 
erroneous. Elba argues that the proper 
method of measuring distance is to use 
the official reference points adopted by 
the Commission in § 73.611 of the 
Commission’s Rules. Using these points, 
Elba asserts that the distance between 
the proposed transmitter site and St. 
Joseph is 26.9 miles, the distance 
between the proposed transmitter site 
and Kansas City is 35.6 miles and the 
distance between the proposed 
transmitter site and Topeka is 40.4 
miles. Thus, Elba states that the 
transmitter is closer to St. Joseph than to 
either Kansas City or Topeka. Elba 


’By Commission letter dated June 12, 1980, the 
Chief, Broadcast Facilities Division, dismissed the 
major change application of Elba Development 
Corp. (BPCT-4473) citing, inter alia, the dated 
nature of the application and pleadings and the 
probable need for extensive amendment which the 
Commission felt would be tantamount to filing a 
new application. 





contends that it proposes to place a 
stronger signal over the city of license 
than over either of the larger cities. 
Furthermore, Elba states that it intends 
to serve St. Joseph with a city grade 
signal and that there will be no loss area 
in the city of license. However, Elba 
concedes that outside the city of license, 
there will be a loss of 10,733 persons in 
an area of 903 square miles, which is 
approximately 52-64 miles northeast of 
St. Joseph. Therefore, Elba proposes to 
build translator stations in Bethany and 
Grant, Missouri, and gratuitously to 
supply and install rooftop antennas to 
those in the loss area to minimize the 
effect. Elba asserts that the resulting 
loss of service will be counterbalanced 
by the fact that the proposed service 
will provide a first television service to 
5,556 persons in an area of 465 square 
miles. Regarding Elba’s alleged prior 
interest in locating closer to a larger 
market, Elba argues that Petitioners 
have shown no evidence of Elba’s prior 
interest in Kansas City or Topeka. Elba 
claims that it had no connection with - 
applications filed by prior licensees of 
KQTV. Contrary to Petitioner's 
assertion, Elba contends that there is a 
unique advantage to the proposed site 
and that the alternative site proposed by 
the Petitioners is unsuitable. Elba 
further contends that, based on 
engineering data, the 50 square mile 
area around Potter, Kansas, within 
which the proposed site is located, is the 
only area within 35 miles to the south, 
east or west of St. Joseph where a tall 
tower could be built. Elba states that the 
alternative site is 27.2 miles further from 
its city of license and that it would only 
be able to serve 1.1 million people, 
400,000 viewers less than it expects to 
serve from its proposed site. Lastly, Elba 
argues that the de facto reallocation 
policy is not invoked simply because a 
licensee proposes to improve its 
facilities and, as a result, to extend 
service to additional communities. 

6. In response to Elba’s opposition, 
Petitioners state that the measurements 
of the distance between the proposed 
transmitter site to the city of license and 
the larger city should be calculated from 
the proposed transmitter site to the 
boundary of each city and not to its 
reference point. Petitioners further state 
that if the city boundaries are utilized, 
the new site is closer to the boundaries 
of Kansas City than to the boundaries of 
St. Joseph. Petitioners further respond 
that Elba cannot utilize translators to 
compensate for the loss of primary 
service. Petitioners argue that 
translators may only be used to 
compensate for such loss where special 
circumstances exist such as terrain 


obstructions, that are substantially 


. beyond the control of the licensee. 


Petitioners disagree that there is a 
unique advantage to Elba's proposed 
transmitter site. Petitioners contend that 
there are sites to the north of St. Joseph 
where Elba could construct a tall tower 
and essentially maintain its current 
coverage of the St. Joseph area. Finally, 
Petitioners respond that Elba’s prior 
interest in the present site can be 
established by a letter dated June 9, 
1980, where Elba requested that the 
Commission consider the oldest of the 
proposals as its own. 

7. “De facto reallocaiton requires that 
there be an element of removal of the 
channel from one city and an effective 
use in another city; there can be no 
reallocation if either element is 
missing.” Central Alabama 
Broadcasters, Inc., 68 FCC 2d 1339, 1340 
(1978). A De facto reallocation of a 
channel occurs when an applicant seeks 
primarily to serve another community 
not eligible for the channel in question, 
depriving the assigned community of 
service from that channel. Ha// 
Broadcasting Co., Inc., 71 FCC 2d 235, 
237 (1979). “So long as it appears that an 
applicant will provide service to the 
assigned community, additional service 
rendered by it to other communities 
does not result in a de facto 
reallocation.” Jd. 

8. In CIC, supra the United States 
Court of Appeals reviewed and 
articulated nine key factors culled from 
prior Commission and court decisions 
on which the Commission has relied in 
determining whether or not a proposed 
transmitter move raises a question of de 
facto reallocation. The Court 
emphasized that it was not laying down 
a novel per se rule requiring the 
Commission to conduct full evidentiary 
hearings, only providing a framework 
from which the Commission 
traditionally requires a Section 309 
hearing. 

9. We have reviewed Elba’s 
application and the pleadings in light of 
the factors discussed in CJC and 
conclude that Petitioners have failed to 
raise substantial and material questions 
of fact with respect to the de facto 
reallocation of channel 2 warranting an 
evidentiary hearing pursuant to Section 
309 of the Communications Act. (1) The 
population ratio of St. Joseph to Kansas 
City, Missouri is 1:5.8 and the population 
ratio of St. Joseph to Topeka is 1:1.5.4 
While the population ratio between St. 
Joseph and Kansas City, Missour weigh 
in the petitioner's favor, the ratio 
between St. Joseph and Topeka is lower 


* According to the most recent population figures 
available, i.e., the 1980 Census. 
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than any ratio found to be significant in 
CIC. (2) Elba’s proposed transmitter 
would be located closer to St. Joseph 
(26.9 miles), than to Topeka (40.4 miles) 
or Kansas City, Missouri (35.6 miles.° 
These first two factors weigh in Elba’s 
favor. (3) While Elba’s proposed 
transmitter site will increase KQTV’s 
signal strength over Topeka and Kansas 
City, Kansas, KQTV will continue to 
place a city grade signal over all of St. 
Joseph in accordance with § 73.685(a) of 
the Commission’s Rules. (4) as a result 
of the proposed move, Elba will create a 
loss area. See dicussion below. (5) Elba 
has demonstrated no prior interest in 
relocating to the Topeka/Kansas City 
market. The evidence presented by the 
Petitioners relates specifically to the 
alleged efforts of the past licensees of 
KQTV to relocate to the larger market. 
Any effect of Elba’s June 8, 1980 
correspondence to the Commission is 
inconsequential to the instant 
proceeding, since no determination was 
ever made on the intent of the 1971 “tall 
tower” application and its possible de 
facto reallocation implications. We 
cannot attribute to Elba past attempts of 
its predecessors to allegedly penetrate 
the Topeka/Kansas City market. (6) 
Elba’s proposed transmitter site is not 
currently located in an area used by 
Kansas City or Topeka stations. (7) The 
studios of KQTV will remain in St. 
Joseph. (8) The question of whether the 
proposed site offers any unique 
advantages to Elba is disputed by the 
Petitioners. However, there is no 
requirement that Elba make this 
showing. The Court in C/C noted that an 
applicant might offer a showing that 
would sufficiently explain a proposed 
transmitter location, but that “* * * a 
required showing will rarely be possible, 
however, because it will be necessary 
for the proposing station to demonstrate 
that no other site closer to the primary 
market will do; showing a negative 
beyond dispute is not often easy.” CJC 
at 970. In conclusion, we do not find that 
Elba’s proposed operation would 
constitute a de facto reallocation of 
Channel 2 from St. Joseph. 


Unserved Area 


10. It is an undisputed principle that 
the loss of service to an area is prima 
facie against the public interest, absent 
a substantial showing of offsetting 
factors, Hall v. Federal Communications 


* 8 We agree with the applicant that the proper 


method of measuring distance is to use the official 
reference points adpted in § 73.611 of the 
Commission's Rules. Due to the irregular and 
inconsistaent nature of official city limits, such an 
inexact source of measurement is not contemplated 
by the Rules. 
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Commission, 237 F.2d 567 (D.C. Cir. 
1956). Moreover, the weighing process in 
- which we engage to determine whether 
the projected loss of service will be 
counterbalanced by other factors 
involves more than a mere comparison 
of numbers. KQTYV, Inc., FCC 79-607, 
released October 17, 1979. As noted 
above, KQTV’s proposed relocation 
would create an unserved area of 5,805 
persons in an area of 429 square miles. 
Elba relies upon the elimination of an 
unserved area (KQTV would provide a 
first TV Service to 5,934 persons in an 
area of 418 squae miles) and argues that 
translators and rooftop antennas can be 
used to minimize the loss of service to 
the public, as offsetting factors. 
However, in KQTV we affirmed our long 
standing policy that translators cannot 
compensate for the loss of primary 
service. In the Commisison’s view: “The 
loss of service and, clearly, the creation 
of an unserved area are serious matters, 
particularly to those viewers who will 
suffer the loss.” KQTV, Inc., supra at 7. 

11. On the basis of the facts presently 
available, the Commission is not 
persuaded that the creation of an 
unserved area is offset by other factors. 
Surely the fact that the unserved area 
being created is nearly identical in size 
and population to that being eliminated 
does not constitute a substantial 
offsetting factor, particularly in light of 
the fact that there would be additional 
loss areas. If the deprivation of all 
predicted television service in an area is 
to be justified in this case, it must be 
done in the context of an evidentiary 
hearing where all factors can be 
subjected to the close scrutiny they 
deserve. The application will, therefore, 
be designated for hearings on 
appropriate issues related to the gains 
and losses. 


UHF Impact 


12. Petitioners contend that a grant of 
Elba's application would have an 
adverse effect on existing and 
prospective UHF stations in both 
Topeka and Kansas City. As already 
shown, a construction permit was 
recently awarded for authority to 
operate on Channel 49 in Topeka, 
Kansas. Petitioners contend that Elba’s 
proposal entails the substantial overlap 
of KQTV contours and the city, Grade A 
and Grade B contours of the permittee of 
Channel 49. Petitioners state that the 
Topeka area is presently being served 
by NBC affiliate KTSB (Channel 27) and 
CBS affiliate WIBW (Channel 13). 
Presently, ABC programming is also 
provided on a per program basis by 
KTSB; there is no fulltime ABC affiliate. 
Petitioners contend that Channel 49's 
viability will be achieved only with a 


major network affiliation (presumably 
ABC). Petitioners argue that since KQTV 
is already an ABC affiliate and-would 
continue to provide ABC programming 
to the Topeka area, ABC will not be 
inclined to offer affiliation to a second 
station in the same community. 
Petitioners argue that, as a new 
independent UHF station, Channel 49’s 
chances of viability are minimal. 

13. Elba responds that Petitioners 
have failed to demonstrate that Elba’s 
site change will harm the existing or 
proposed UHF stations in Kansas City 
or Topeka. Elba further argues that no 
showing has been made with regard to 
Channel 49's viability as an independent 
station or as a subscription television 
station, nor have Petitioners presented 
economic evidence on the Topeka 
market or data concerning projected 
audience shares and advertising 
revenues. Elba argues that, based on 
market research performed by the 
consulting firm of Frazier, Gross and 
Kadlec (FGK), even with the 
improvement in KQTV’s facilities, a new 
affiliate on Channel 49 can attract in 
excess of 5,000 prime time homes per 
average quarter hour, thereby meeting 
the criteria for an affiliation with ABC. 

14. Petitioners restate their assertion 
that Channel 49 would be ineligible for a 
network affiliation, if KQTV's 
application were granted. In further 
support of their position, Petitioners 
retained the services of Cooper and 
Associates to review the FGK statement 
submitted by Elba. Cooper concluded 
that the study prepared by FGK was 
seriously flawed. Cooper further 
concluded that if the KQTV request is 
granted and if KQTV remains an ABC 
affiliate, Shawnee County would then be 
receiving adequate ABC service (the 
unduplicated net weekly circulation of 
KQTV and KMBC-TV would exceed 
70%), thereby disqualifying the new 
Topeka UHF station for consideration as 
an ABC affiliate. 

15. Traditionally, the new or increased 
penetration of a VHF signal into a UHF 
service area forms the basis of a UHF 
impact issue. Triangle Publications Inc., 
29 FCC 315 (1960), aff'd 291 F2d 324 
(1961). However, in WFMY Television 
Corp., 59 FCC 2d 1010 (1976), the 
Commission announced that it was 
restructuring its approach to UHF 
impact hearing cases. To require 
designation of an application for 
hearing, the party raising the question 
must first bear the burden of proving 
that there is a near-term potential for 
activation of the vacant channel. The 
Commission further stated that a 
petitioner must ‘demonstrate some 
nexus between the fact of extended 
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VHF service and claimed specific 
adverse consequences to the public 
interest.” Jd. at 1012-13. In addition, the 
petitioner “must set forth facts sufficient 
to support a prima facie determination 
that a grant of the VHF application 
would be inconsistent with the public 
interest.” 47 U.S.C. 309(d). Jd. at 1012. 

16. The question regarding the near 
term potential for activation of Channel 
49 has been rendered moot by the recent 
grant of a construction permit for that 
channel. Although engineering data has 
been submitted which shows that Elba's 
proposal, if granted, will result in 
increased contour overlap with Mid- 
America’s facilities, we agree that these 
showings are not themselves persuasive 
due to the proximity of St. Joseph, 
Kansas City and Topeka. Consequently, 
as noted by the applicant, the Topeka 
market presently receives at least 
primary or secondary service from five 
television stations; in addition, several 
other services are available via CATV. 

17. While the parties have gone to 
consideravle lengths to support their 
respective positions regarding the effect 
of KQTV's application on Mid- 
America’s ability to qualify for 
consideration as a primary affiliate of 
ABC, Petitioners have failed to 
demonstrate some nexus between Elba’s 
proposal and claimed specific adverse 
consequence to the public interest. 
KTVO Inc., 47 FCC 2d 914, 915 (1974). 
See generally, WLVA, Inc. v. FCC, 459 
F2d 1298-99 (1972). While the 
availability of a network affiliation may 
have a direct bearing on an individual 
licensee's ability to compete effectively 
in a given market, as a general rule, the 
Commission has no role in deciding who 
will carry network service. The 
Commission's role is to protect the 
public, not to protect the licensee 
against competition. FCC v. Sanders 
Brothers Radio Station, supra. 
Therefore, the question here is whether 
the public interest will be adversely 
affected if Mid-America is unable to 
obtain ABC network affiliation. Under 
the present circumstances, we believe 
that Topeka is receiving adequate 
network service from established UHF 
and VHF stations. In addition, it is not 
enough for Petitioners to generally state 
that if KQTV operates as proposed, it 
would increase its coverage of the 
Kansas City and Topeka retail trading 
zones, without showing how this will 
harm the existing or proposed UHF 
stations in Kansas City or Topeka. 

18. In summary, we cannot conclude 
that sufficient data has been furnished 
by the Petitioners to support a prima 
facie determination that a grant would 
be inconsistent with the public interest. 
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47 U.S.C. 309(d). Accordingly, no UHF 
impact issue will be specified. 


Environmental 


19. Generally, Meredith contends that 
Elba’s narrative statement neither 
conforms to the Commission's Rules nor 
to the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, (42 U.S.C. 4321) (NEPA) and 
should therefore be dismissed.’ 
Meredith alleges that the information 
submitted by Elba is not factual, but 
argumentative and conclusory; that 
there is no adequate description of the 
facilities; that the statement does not 
mention the tower's relation to natural 
flyways for birds; no attempt has been 
made to identify impacts of construction 
or of any continuing pattern of human 
intrusion into the area upon species of 
plants and animals not specially listed 
on the endangered species list; the 
statement is not a sufficient description 
of the environment surrounding the 
tower, nor is it a sufficient narrative of 
the impacts of the project; the statement 
fails to propose and to consider the 
impact of alternatives to the KQTV 
proposal as mandated by the language 
of NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)(iii)(1976), 
Natural Resources Defense Council v. 
Morton, 337 F. Supp. 165 (1971), Calvert 
Cliffs Coordinating Committee v. AEC, 
146 U.S. App. D.C. 33, 449 F.2d 1109 
(1971). 

20. Meredith further contends that 
because the Commission had no part in 
the preparation of the environmental 
narrative statement, the Commission 
cannot accept it. Meredith, however, has 
confused the environmental narrative 
statement with an environmental impact 
statement. The former is required of an 
applicant proposing a major 
environmental action as defined by 
§ 1.1311 of the Commission’s Rules; the 
latter is required of the agency only 
where significant adverse 
environmental effects are perceived. 
They are two entirely separate actions, 
the latter being required only where the 
former raises a substantial 
environmental question. The cases 
which Meredith has cited are not: 
relevant; they deal with situations 
where adverse environmental effects 
were perceived by the agency and an 
environmental impact statement was 
issued by the agency. The question 


* Meredith was the only petitioner to raise 
environmental and lack of candor arguments 
against the applicant. 

7Construction of communications facilities which 
specify antenna towers or supporting structures 
which exceed 300 feet in height are considered 
major actions within the meaning of NEPA. Section 
1.1305(2) of the Commission's Rules. 


raised by the cases was whether the EIS 
issued by the agency met the 
requirements of the NEPA. 

21. Elba has described the proposed 
facilities, site and surrounding area. 
Elba has discussed considerations 
which led to the selection of the site and 
states that local, State and Federal 
authorities were consulted on matters 
relating to the environmental effect. 
Under the present circumstances, Elba is 
not required to make any further 


‘showing regarding potential adverse 


effects on the environment since it has 
not shown that “any feature of the site 
or route has special environmental 
significance.” [§ 1.1311(5)(b)]. Therefore, 
the narrative statement submitted by 
Elba does conform with the 
Commission's Rules and the mandates 
of NEPA. 


Candor 


22. Meredith alleges that Elba has 
been lacking in candor in its dealings 
with the Commission because it did not 
mention the instant major change 
application in a previously filed Cable 
Special Relief Petition, which sought 
relief from the duplicated network 
programming of the Petitioner's station 
in Elba’s home county. 

23. The failure to disclose the filing of 
an application with the Commission 
may be a violation of the applicant's 
obligations under 1.65, but not 
concealment or lack of candor. The 
agency must be presumed to know what 
has been filed with it. Moreover, it is 
illogical to ask the agency to hold that 
an applicant's failure to tell the agency 
in one proceeding about a pending 
matter before the same agency 
necessarily constitutes deception or lack 
of candor. Thus, no issue will be 
specified. 


Conclusion and Order 


24. For the reasons stated, we find 
that substantial and material questions 
of fact have been raised by Petitioners 
herein regarding gains and losses. 
Except with respect to the issues 
specified below, we find that the 
applicant is qualified to construct and 
operate as proposed. We are, however, 
unable to make the statutory finding 
that grant of the application would serve 
the public interest, convenience and , 
necessity and we are of the opinion, 
therefore, that the application must be 
designated for hearing. 

25. Accordingly, it is ordered, That the 
petitions to deny filed herein, are 
granted to the extent indicated and 
otherwise are denied, and pursuant to 
Section 309(e) of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as amended, the above- 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Notices 


captioned application of Elba 
Development Corporation is designated 
for hearing at a time and place and 
before an Administration Law Judge to 
be specified in a subsequent Order, 
upon the following issues: 


(1) To determine what areas and 
populations would gain or lose service if the 
application were granted, and what other 
television services of at least Grade B level 
are available to those areas and populations; 

(2) To determine, in light of the evidence 
adduced pursuant to the foregoing issue, 
whether, pursuant to Section 307(b) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, a 
grant of the application would provide a fair, 
efficient and equitable distribution of radio 
service; and 

(3) To determine, in light of the evidence 
adduced pursuant to the foregoing issues, 
whether the application should be granted. 


26. It is further ordered, that Scripps- 
Howard Broadcasting Co., licensee of 
KSHB-TV, Kansas City, Missouri; The 
Hearst Corporation licensee of KMBC- 
TV, Kansas City, Missouri; Meredith 
Corporation, licensee of KCMO-TV 
Kansas City, Missouri; Topeka 
Television, Inc. licensee of KSNT, 
Topeka, Kansas; Taft Broadcasting Co., 
licensee of WDAF-TV, Kansas City, 
Missouri; and Mid-America 
Broadcasting of Topeka, permittee of 
Channel 9, Topeka, Kansas, are made 
parties respondent in this proceeding. 

27. It is further ordered, that to avail 
themselves of the opportunity to be 
heard, the applicants and parties 
respondent herein, pursuant to § 1.221(c) 
of the Commission's Rules in person or 
by attorney, within twenty (20) days of 
the mailing of this Order, shall file with 
the Commission in triplicate a written 
appearance stating an intention to 
appear on the date fixed for hearing and 
to present evidence on the issues 
specified in this Order. 

28. It is further ordered, that the 
applicant herein shall, pursuant to 
Section 311(a)(2) of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as amended, and § 73.3594 
of the Commission's Rules, give notice 
of the hearing within the time and 
manner prescribed in such rule, and 
shall advise the Commission of the 
publication of such notice as required by 
§ 73.3594(d) of the Rules. 

Federal Communications Commission. 
Larry D. Eads, 

Chief, Broadcast Facilities Division, 
Broadcast Bureau. 

[FR Doc. 82-32385 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 
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Pubiic information Collection 
Requirement Submitted to Office of 
Management and Budget for Review 


On November 8, 1982 the Federal 
Communications Commission submitted 
the following information collection 
requirement to OMB for review and 
clearance under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511. 

Copies of this submission are 
available from Richard D. Goodfriend, 
Agency Clearance Officer, (202) 632- 
7513. Comments should be sent to 
Edward H. Clarke, Office of 
Management and Budget, OIRA, Room 
321 NEOB, 726 Jackson Place, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Title: Supplemental Information 72-76 MHz— 
Operational Fixed Stations 

Form No.: FCC 1068-A 

Action: New Submission 

Respondents: Individuals, associations, 

partnerships, corporations and local 

governmental entities applying for 

operational fixed Private Land Mobile 

stations in the 72-76 MHz frequency band. 

Estimated Annual Burden: 300 Responses: 150 
Hours. 


The collection of this data is 
necessary for the Commission to ensure 
protection to Television Channels 4 and 
5 from harmful interference. Specific 
criteria covered are contained in FCC 
Rules and Regulations, § 90.257. 
November 18, 1982. 

Federal Communications Commission. 


William J. Tricarico, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 82-32386 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 


FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


Privacy Act of 1974; Annual Systems 
of Records; Deletion of System of 

Records; and Proposed New Routine 
Uses to Existing Systems of Records 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 


ACTION: Annual notice of Privacy Act 
systems of records; deletion of system of 
records; and proposed new routine uses 
to existing systems of records. 
SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is 
to meet the requirement of the Privacy 
Act of 1974 regarding the annual 
_publication of an agency's notices of 
systems of records, and give notice of 
the deletion of a system of records and 
the proposed new routine uses to be 
added to existing systems of records 
entitled, “FEMA/FIA-2, National Flood 


Insurance Application and Related 
Documents Files” and “FEMA/NPP-1, 
National Defense Executive Reserve 
System.” 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Except for the new 
routine uses being added to the FEMA/ 
FIA-2 and FEMA/NPP-1, all other 
changes are effective on the date of 
publication in the Federal Register. The 
new routine uses will become effective, 
without further notice, on 30 days from 
the date of this notice in the Federal 
Register, unless comments necessitate 
otherwise. 


ADDRESS: Written comments may be 
sent or delivered to Rules Docket Clerk, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, (Room 835), 500 C Street, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20472. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Linda M. Keener, FOIA/Privacy 
Specialist, (202) 287-0313. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency last published its notices of 
systems of records in their entirety on 
October 7, 1981 (46 FR 49726). Since that 
time, a new system of records entitled, 
“FEMA/RMA-10, Claims Collection 
Files” was proposed on August 13, 1982 
(47 FR 35338) which became effective on 
October 12, 1982. 

In an effort to economize on the cost 
of publication in the Federal Register, 
we are publishing only those systems of 
records notices which have changes. 
Where no changes have occurred, the 
notice is referenced by identification 
symbol, title, and citation within the 
Federal Register where the full test of 
the notice appeared in the October 7, 
1981, publication. 

None of the changes to the system 
notice being identified in this notice are 
considered substantial alterations of the 
systems and, therefore, do not require a 
“Report on New Systems.” The only 
system changes which are subject to a 
public comment period are the FEMA/ 
FIA-2 and FEMA/NPP-1 which include 
new routine uses. All other changes 
become effective immediately. 

A brief description of changes 
(including new routine uses) follows: 

FEMA/RMA-6, Security Management 
System. This system of records’ location 
and system manager section has been 
changed to reflect a reassignment to 
security Policy, Office of Executive 
Administration. Also, the identification 
number, FEMA/RMA-6 has been 
changed to FEMA/SEC-1. 

As a result of the redesignation of the 
identification number of FEMA/RMA-6, 
the systems FEMA/RMA-7 through 
FEMA/RMA-10 have been redesignated 
as follows: 
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FEMA/RMA-6, Emergency 
Assignment System (previously was 
FEMA/RMA-7). 

FEMA/RMA-~7, Key Personnel Central 
Locator List (previously was FEMA/ 
RMA-8). 

FEMA/RMA-8, Grievance Records 
(previously was FEMA/RMA-9). 

FEMA/RMA-%, Claims Collection 
Files (previously was FEMA/RMA-10). 

FEMA/NETC-1, Student Application 
and Registration Records, National Fire 
Academy. The title of the Associate 
Director was inadvertently omitted in 
past publication and is being added. 

FEMA/NETC-2, National Fire 
Academy Instructor Records. The title of 
the Associate Director was 
inadvertently omitted in the past 
publication and is being added. 

FEMA/NETC-3, Student Academic 
and Course Records. The title of the 
Associate Director was inadvertently 
omitted in past publication and is being 
added. 

FEMA/NETC-4, Home Study Courses. 
The title of the Associate Director was 
inadvertently omitted in past 
publication and is being added. 

FEMA/FA-1, Federal Employees with 
Fire Related Expertise. As a result of a 
reassignment of functions, the system 
location and system manager sections 
have been changed. The system has also 
been redesignated as “FEMA/NETC-5, 
Federal Employees with Fire Related 
Expertise.” 

FEMA/FA-2, President's and 
Secretary's Award Nominees. As a 
result of a reassignment of functions, the 
system location and system manager 
sections have been changéd. The system 
has also been redesignated as “FEMA/ 
NETC-4, President’s and Secretary’s 
Award Nominees”. 

FEMA/FIA-2, National Flood 
Insurance Application and Related 
Documents Files. This system of records 
includes two new routine uses. The 
routine use section has also been 
redrafted to incorporate sections of the 
routine uses that fall within the program 
area of the Federal Insurance 
Administrator and those routine uses 
that fall within the program area of the 
Office of the Associate Director, Office 
of State and Local Programs and 
Support. The responsibilities for Section 
1362 of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1973, as amended, and flood plain 
management fall within the Office of 
State and Local Programs and Support 
and have been so identified in the 
routine use section since the Federal 
Insurance Administrator would not 
release any information to a “routine 
user” for purposes of carrying out 
Section 1362 or flood plain management 
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activities without the review and 
approval of the “routine use” request by 
the Assc.iate Director, Office of State 
and Local Programs and Support. The 
new routine uses provide release “to 
State and local government individual 
and family grant agencies so as to 
permit such agencies to assess the 
degree of financial burdens toward 
residents such States and local 
governments might reasonably expect to 
assume in the event of-a flooding 
disaster and to further the flood ~- 
insurance marketing activities of the 
National Flood Insurance Program;” 
“and, upon the approval by the 
Associate Director, Office of State and 
Local Programs and Support, that the 
use is in furtherance of the flood plain 
management and hazard mitigation 
goals of the Agency, to State and local 
government agencies and municipalities 
to review National Flood Insurance 
policy and claim files to assist them in 
hazard mitigation and flood plain 
management measures duly adopted by 
the community.” 

Both of the proposed routine uses are 
consistent with the purposes for which 
the information was collected and 
would provide the State and local 
governments with information necessary 
to permit them to become more self 
sufficient in carrying out their 
responsibilities under the National 
Flood Insurance Program and serve as 
well to cut down on Federal 
Government costs. 

The FEMA/FIA-2 system of records 
notice is being reprinted in its entirety 
and the changes to the routine use 
section are in italics. 

FEMA/SUP-1, Operating Personnel 
Folder Files. This system of records is 
being deleted since the files are covered 
by the OPM/GOV’T-1, General 
Personnel Records. The OPM/GOV’T-1 
system of records covers not only the 
Official Personnel Folders in the Office 
of Personnel but also, where agencies 
determine that duplicates of the records 
need to be located in a second office, 
e.g., an administrative office closer to 
where the employee actually works, 
such copies are covered by the system. 
The Office of Personnel Management 
also included that it is not intended to 
limit this government-wide system of 
records to only the Official Personnel 
Folders. Records may be filed in other 
folders which are located in Offices 
other than where the Official Personnel 
Folder is located. Some of these records 
may be duplicated for maintenance at a 
site closer to where the employee works 
(e.g., in an administrative office or 
supervisors work folder) and still be 
covered by this system. Accordingly, we 


have determined that a FEMA internal 
system is a duplicate of the government- 


- wide system of records and is not 


needed. Accordingly, FEMA/SUP-1 is 
deleted. Since the FEMA/SUP-1 system 
of records also included exempt 
subsections of the Privacy Act, the 
FEMA Privacy Act Regulations, 44 CFR 
6.87 will be amended to reflect deletion 
of this system. 

FEMA/NPP-1, National Defense 
Executive Reserve System. The routine 
use section of this system is being 
revised since internal uses of the 
information do not need to be included 
in the routine use section. The FEMA/ 
NPP-1 system of records already 
includes routine uses 3, 5 and 8 of 
Appendix A. By this notice, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency is 
proposing that routine uses 1 and 2 of 
Appendix A be added to this system of 
records. 

FEMA/SLPS-4, FEMA Form 95-3, 
Application for Enrollment in Architect 
Engineering Professional Development 
Program. Because of FEMA form may 
change numbers, we do not believe it 
appropriate to include the form number. 
Accordingly, the title is being 
redesignated as “FEMA/SLPS-4, 
Application for Enrollment in Architect 
Engineering Profesional Development 
Program. Also, under the Record Source 
Categories heading, the FEMA Form 95- 
3 is being deleted and identified as 
application submitted by applicants. 

FEMA/SLPS-5, FEMA Summer 
Shelter Survey Program. This system is 
being revised under Record Source 
Categories heading to delete reference 
to FEMA form numbers. 

FEMA/SLPS-6, Program Management 
Information System. This system is 
being revised under Record Source 
Categories heading to delete reference 
to FEMA form number. 

FEMA/SLPS-11, Interagency 
Directories System. This system is being 
revised to include new system locations 
and system managers. 

Section 3(b) of the Privacy Act itself 
permits additional disclosures of 
information from a system of records 
without the consent of the subject 
individual as follows: 

(1) To those officers and employees of 
the agency which maintains the record 
who have a need for the record in the 
performance of their official duties; 

(2) Required to be released under the 
freedom of Information Act (an agency 
must balance the public interests in 
knowing the information versus the 
individuals expected right to privacy); 

(3) For a routine use (as described in 
the routine use section of each specific 
system notice; 
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(4) To the Bureau of the Census for 
purpose of planning or carrying out a 
census or survey or related activity 
pursuant to the provisions of title 13; 

(5) To a recipient who has provided 
the agency with advance adequate 
written assurance that the record will be 
used solely as a statistical research or 
reporting record, and the record is to be 
transferred in a form that is not 
individually identifiable; 

(6) To the National Archives of the 
United States as a record which has 
sufficient historical or other value to 
warrant its continued preservation by 
the United States Government, or for 
evaluation by the Administrator of 
General Services or his/her designee to 
determine whether the record has such 
value; 

(7) To another agency or to an 
instrumentality of any governmental 
jurisdiction within or under the control 
of the United States for a civil or 
criminal law enforcement activity if the 
activity is authorized by law, and if the 
head of the agency or instrumentality 
has made a written request to the 
agency which maintains the record 
specifying the particular portion desired 
and the law enforcement activity for 
which the record is sought; 

(8) To a person pursuant to a showing 
of compelling circumstances affecting 
the health or safety of an individual if, 
upon such disclosure, notification is 
transmitted to the last known address of 
such individual; 

(9) To either House of Congress, or to 
the extent of matter within its 
jurisdiction, any committee or 
subcommittee of any such joint 
committee; 

(10) To the Comptroller General, or 
any of his/her authorized 
representatives, in th course of the 
performance of the dutis of the General 
Accounting Office; or 

(11) Pursuant to the order of a court of 
competent jurisdiction. 

We are publishing Appendix A, which 
is a listing of routine uses which have 
been identified as being applicable to 
more than one system of records (see 
each routine use section to determine 
the routine uses applicable to a 
particular system), and Appendix AA 
which lists the addresses of our ten 
Regional offices. 

Readers who notice any inadvertent 
errors or omissions in the systems of 
records notices are invited to bring them 
to the attention of: Linda Keener, FOIA/ 
Privacy Act Officer, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Room 806, 500 C 
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20472, or 
telephone (202) 287-0313. 
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Dated: November 16, 1982. 
James Holton, Director, 


Office of Public Affairs, Federal Emergency 
Agency. 


FEMA Systems of Records: 


FEMA/RMA-1, Payroll and leave accounting 
(46 FR 49727). 

FEMA/RMA-2, Travel and Transportation 
Accounting (46 FR 49728). 

FEMA/RMA-3, Committee Management Files 
(46 FR 49729). 

FEMA/RMA-4, Central Files (46 FR 49729). 

FEMA/RMA-5, Office Services File System 
(46 FR 49730). 

FEMA/RMA-46, Emergency Assignment 
System (previously was FEMA/RMA-7). 

FEMA/RMA-, Key Personnel Central 
Locator List (previously was FEMA/RMA- 


8). 

FEMA/RMA-8, Grievance Records 
(previously was FEMA/RMA-9). 

FEMA/RMA-2, Claims Collection Files 
(previously was FEMA/RMA-10). 

FEMA/NETC-1, Student Application and 
Registration Records, National Fire 
Academy. 

FEMA/NETC-2, National Fire Academy 
Instructor Records. 

FEMA/NETC-3, Student Academic and 
Course Records. 

FEMA/NETC-4, Home Study Courses. 

FEMA/NETC-5, Federal Employees with Fire 

_ Related Expertise (previously FEMA/FA- 


1). 
FEMA/NETC-6, President's and Secretary's 
Award Nominees (previously FEMA/FA- 


2). 
FEMA/COM-1, List of Custodians of 


Decision Information Systems (DIDS) 
Radio Receivers (46 FR 49738). 

FEMA/EO-1, Equal Employment Opportunity 
Complaints of Discrimination Files (46 FR 
49739). 

FEMA/FIA-1, Federal Crime Insurance 
Program (46 FR 49740). 

FEMA/FIA-2, National Flood Insurance 
Application and Related Documents Files. 

FEMA/GC-1, Claims (litigation) (46 FR 
49471). 

FEMA/GC-2, FEMA Enforcement 
(Compliance) (46 FR 49472). 

FEMA/IG-1, General Investigative Files (46 
FR 49743). 

FEMA/PA-1, Biographies (46 FR 49744). 

FEMA/REG-1, State and Local Civil 
Preparedness Instructional Program (46 FR 
49745). 

FEMA/SEC-1, Security Management System 
(previously FEMA/RMA-6). 

FEMA/GOV'T-1, Uniform Identification 
System for Federal Employees Peforming 
Essential Duties During Emergenices (46 FR 
49746). 

FEMA/NPP-1, National Defense Executive 
Reserve System. . 

FEMA/NPP-2, Resource Interruption 
Monitoring System (46 FR 49748). 

FEMA/NPP-3, Industrial Group Consultation 
(46 FR 49748). 

FEMA/SLPS-1, Disaster Recovery Assistance 
Files (46 FR 49749). 

FEMA/SLPS-2, Temporary Housing Files (46 
FR 49749). 

FEMA/SLPS-3, Disaster Assistance | 
Personnel Reserve Files (46 FR 49750). 


FEMA/SLPS-4, Application for Enrollment in 
Architect Engineering Professional 
Development Program. 

FEMA/SLPS-5, FEMA Summer Shelter 
Survey Program. 

FEMA/SLPS-6, Program Management 
Information System. 

FEMA/SLPS-~7, Military Reserve Program (46 
FR 49753). 

FEMA/SLPS-8, Radioactive Materials 
Inventory (46 FR 49754). 

FEMA/SLPS-9, Maintenance and Calibration 
(46 FR 49755). 

FEMA/SLPS-10, Radiation Exposure and 
Radioactive Materials; Radiation 
Committee Records (46 FR 49755). 

FEMA/SLPS-11, Interagency Directories 
Systems. 


FEMA/RMA-6 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Emergency Assignment System. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of Resource Management 
and Administration, Washington, D.C. 
20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Emergency assignees to the FEMA 
Special Facility. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Personnel data, social security 
number, personal data, skills inventory, 
assignment information, badge number, 
and other related information for the 
purpose of in-house official use, based 
upon a need-to-know requirement, to 
assist officials charged with emergency 
responsibilities in the assignment and 
coordination of activities in the Western 
Virginia Operation Division of FEMA. 
Authority for maintenance of the 
system: Executive Order 12148. 


PURPOSES: 

To assist officials charged with 
emergency responsibilities in the 
assignment and coordination of 
activities in the Western Virginia 
Operations Division of FEMA. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

To provide the names, addresses and 
telephone numbers of FEMA subscribers 
having essential emergency functions to 
the General Services Administration for 
forwarding to the public telephone 
companies to designate those 
subscriber's home numbers as 
“essential” for the purpose of providing 
a minimum of delay in placing calls from 
their residences during a national 
disaster or civil emergency. 
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To assist officials charged with 
emergency responsibilities in the 
assignment and coordination of 
activities in the Western Virginia 
Operations Division of FEMA. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Mag-tape, drum, disc and paper. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 


By name, personal characteristics or 
skills, badge number, and agency. 


SAFEGUARDS: 


Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
paper records in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Retention of records shall be for 
duration of assignment. Disposition of 
records shall be in accordance with the 
FEMA Records Maintenance and 
Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Associate Director, Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office's 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 





concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 
The individuals to whom the record 
pertains. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/RMA-7 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Key Personnel Central Locator List. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of Resource Management 
and Administration, Washington, D.C. 
20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 


Selected Key FEMA Personnel. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
Files and related documents contain 
lists of key FEMA officials with their 
home telephone numbers, office 
telephone numbers, and itinerary who 
may be contacted in the event of a 
national disaster or civil emergency. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 


Executive Order 12148, 44 FR 43239. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of locating selected 
Key FEMA Personnel in the event of a 
national disaster or civil emergency. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

To provide the names, addresses and 
telephone numbers of FEMA subscribers 
having essential emergency functions to 
the General Services Administration for 
forwarding to the public telephone 
companies to designate those 
subscriber's home numbers as 
“essential” for the purpose of providing 
a minimum of delay in placing calls from 
their residences during a national ° 
disaster or civil emergency. 

In the event of a national disaster or 
civil emergency which requires action 
by FEMA, the list will be referred to in 
order to locate selected Key Officials. 

Additional routine uses may include 
- Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
STORAGE: 

Paper records. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name. 


SAFEGUARDS: 
Paper records in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 

in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Records are destroyed on a monthly 
basis. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director, Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Telephone numbers and itineraries 
are furnished by the individuals on the 
list via telephone on a weekly basis. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
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FEMA/RMA-8 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Grievance Records. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of Resource Management 
and Administration, Washington, D.C. 
20472; and classified location. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Current or former employees who 
have submitted grievances with FEMA 
in accordance with Part 771 of the Office 
of Personnel Management regulations (5 
CFR Part 771), or a negotiated 
procedure. ci 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


The system contains records relating 
to grievances filed by agency employees 
under Part 771 of the Office of Personnel 
Management regulations. These case 
files contain all documents related to the 
grievance, including statements of 
witnesses, reports.of interviews and 
hearjngs, examiner's findings and 
recommendations, a copy of the original 
and final decision, and related 
correspondence and exhibits. This 
system includes files and records of 
internal grievances and arbitration 
systems that FEMA may establish 
through negotiations with recognized 
labor organizations. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 1302, 3301, 3302, E.O. 10577, 3 
CFR 1954-58 Comp., p218, E.O. 10987, 3 
CFR 1959-1963 Comp., p519, agency 
employees for personnel relief in a 
matter of concern or dissatisfaction 
which is subject to the control of FEMA 
management. 


PURPOSE: 


For the purpose of processing 
grievance complaints. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

To disclose information to any source 
from which additional information is 
requested_in the course of processing a 
grievance, to the extent necessary to 
identify the individual, inform the source 
of the purpose(s) of the request and 
identify the type of information 
requested; to disclose information to 
another Federal agency or to a court 
when the Government is a party to a 
judicial proceeding before the court; in 
the production of summary descriptive 
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statistics and analytical studies in 
support of the function for which the 
records are collected and maintained, or 
for related work force studies. While — 
published statistics and studies do not 
contain individual identifiers, in some 
instances the selection of elements of 
data included in the study may be 
structured in such a way as to make the 
data included individually identifiable 
by inference; to disclosure information 
to officials of the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, including the Office of, 
the Special Counsel, the Federal Labor 
Relations Authority and its General 
Counsel, or the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission when 
requested in performance of their 
authorized duties; to disclose in 
response to a request for discovery or 
for appearance of a witness, information 
that is relevant to the subject matter 
involved in a pending judicial or 
administrative proceeding; and to 
provide information to officials of labor 
organizations reorganized under the 
Civil Service Reform Act when relevant 
and necessary to their duties of 
exclusive representation concerning 
personnel policies,-practices, and 
matters affecting work conditions. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 1, 2, 5, and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
STORAGE: 

These records are maintained in file 
folders. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name of the individual. 


SAFEGUARDS: 
These records are maintained in 

lockable metal filing cabinets to which 

only authorized personnel have access. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

These records are disposed of 3 years 
after closing of the case. Disposal is by 
shredding or burning. 


SYSTEM MANAGER AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director, Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 


acceptable identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as notification procedure above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Information in this system of records 
is provided by (1) the individual on 
whom the record is maintained; (2) 
testimony of witnesses; (3) from related 
correspondence from organizations or 
persons. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/RMA-9 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Claims Collection Files. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Primary system is located in the 
Office of Comptroller, Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. Secondary 
systems will be maintained by the 
Claims Collection Officers designated 
for the following offices: Federal 
Insurance Administration, National 
Preparedness Programs, State and Local 
Programs and Support, National 
Emergency Training Center, U.S. Fire 
Administration, and each FEMA 
Regional Office. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals who are indebted to 
FEMA. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
The Claims Collection Officers’ file 
will contain the name and address of the 
debtor, amount of claim or delinquent 
amount; basis of claim; date claim arose; 
office referring claim to the Claims 
Collection Officer; record of each 
collection made; credit report or 
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financial statement reflecting the net 
worth of the debtor; date by which the 
claim must be referred to the Agency 
Collections Officer for further collection 
action; citation of basis on which claim 
was terminated or compromised; and 
the appropriation number under which 
the Accounts/Notes Receivable was 
established. é 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

31 U.S.C. 951-953 (Federal Claims 
Collection Act of 1966), Pub. L. 90-616, 
and Pub. L. 92-453. 


PURPOSE(S): 

Information is used for the purpose of 
collecting monies owed FEMA arising 
out of any administrative or program 
activities or services administered by 
FEMA. The Claims Collection Officers’ 
file represents the basis for the claim 
and amount of claim and actions taken 
by FEMA to collect the monies owed 
under the claim. The credit report or 
financial statement provides an 
understanding of the individual's 
financial condition with respect to 
requests for deferment of payments. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

When debts are uncollectable, copies 
of the FEMA Claims Collection Officers’ 
file regarding the claim and actions 
taken to attempt to collect the monies is 
forwarded to the U.S. General 
Accounting Office, Department of 
Justice, or a United States. Attorney for 
further collection action. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 

Records are maintained in file folders, 
on lists and forms, and in computer 
processible storage media. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
Filed alphabetically by name. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Personnel screening; hardware and 
software computer security measures. 
Paper records are retained in a locked 
container and/or locked room. Records 
are maintained in areas that are secured 
by building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


The file on each claim on which 
administrative collection action has 





been completed shall be retained by 
Claims Collection Officers’ respective 
program office not less than one year 
after the applicable statute of limitations 
has run out. The file is then transferred 
to the National Archives and Records 
Service for a period of six years and 
three months after the end of the fiscal 
year in which the claim was closed out 
by means of the claim being paid, 
terminated, compromised, or the statute 
of limitations had run out. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Associate Director, Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. 
Notification procedure: Individuals 
wishing to inquire whether this system 
of records contains information about 
thenr should contact the system manager 
identified above. 


RECORDS ACCESS PROCEDURE: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORDS SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Directly irom the debtor, the initial 
loan application, credit report from the 
commercial credit bureau, 
administrative or program offices within 
FEMA, or other Federal, State, or local 
agencies which are involved in 
programs or services administered by 
FEMA. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/NETC/1 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Student Application and Registration 
Records, National Fire Academy. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 
Federal Emergency Management 

Agency, National Emergency Training 

Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Applicants and former applicants for 
admission to the courses and programs 
of the National Fire Academy and 
students registered for Academy 
courses. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Files include application forms and 
other information submitted by the 
applicants. Information collected 
includes, but is not limited to, name, sex, 
date of birth, education level, home 
address and job title. Files concerning 
students registered for Academy courses 
include the above information in 
addition to the next of kin (in case of 
emergency), home and/or business 
address, name or course, number of 
course credits, and'grade, if any, and 
medical information in case of student 
injury or illness. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

Pub. L. 93-498; Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974; 15 U.S.C. 2206; 
5 U.S.C. 301; E.O, 12127, 44 FR 19367; 
and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 
43 FR 431943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of determining 
eligibility and effectiveness of Academy 
courses and to maintain necessary 
student records. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

To determine eligibility for 
participation in the courses and 
programs of the National Fire Academy; 
to supply students with information of 
courses, credits and grades; supplying 
Academy Registrar with record of 
student enrollment in Academy courses 
by geographic location; assessing use of 
course material in the field; and 
assessing the impact of course material 
on the community; to Members of the 
Board of Visitors for the purpose of 
advisory at the state and evaluating the 
participants evaluation of courses; to 
provide medical assistance to students 
who become ill or are injured during 
courses. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 


RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Records are stored on microfilm, 
paper and computer. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name of the applicant. 
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SAFEGUARDS: 


Personnel screening; hardware and 
software computer security measures. 
Paper records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. Records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Paper records are retained for 1 year, 
then transferred to microfilm for 
permanent retention. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Associate Director for Training 
and Education, National Emergency 
Training Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 
21727. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification card, or other 
identification data 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


‘Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


Subject individuals, applicant 
employers, educational institutions 
recommendations and instructors. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None, 
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FEMA/NETC/2 


SYSTEM NAME: 
National Fire Academy Instructor 
Records. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, National Emergency Training 
Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals teaching Academy 
courses. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
Instructor’s name; home and/or 
business addresses and telephone 
numbers; titles of courses taught; dates 
and locations of courses; and 
evaluations of courses and instructors. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974; 15 U.S.C. 2201, et seq.; 5 
U.S.C. 301 and 3109; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 
19367; and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1978, 43 FR 41943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of selecting 
emergency replacement instructors and 
providing instructors with lists of 
courses and students taught. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Maintaining a list of instructors 
selecting emergency replacement 
instructors; providing instructors with 
lists of courses and students taught. The 
Fire Administration will also use 
student evaluations of instructors % 
help determine effectiveness of courses 
taught. These evaluations will be 
anonymous. Student evaluations will be 
a consideration in the rehiring of an 
instructor. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
STORAGE: 

Magnetic storage media; and 
temporary paper records, which exist 
only until data is automated. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
Filed according to the surname of the 
Instructor. 


SAFEGUARDS: 
Personnel screening; hardware and 
software computer security measures. 


Paper records are retained in a locked™ 
container and/or room. Records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Paper records are retained until 
information can be automated. 
Automated data is retained indefinitely. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Associate Director for Training 
and Education, National Emergency 
Training Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 
21727. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 
Instructors and students. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/NETC/3 


SYSTEM NAME: - 


Student Academic and Course 
Records. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, National Emergency Training 
Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 
All Regional offices, Computer Center, 
Olney, Maryland. Addresses of the 
Regional Directors of FEMA are listed in 
Appendix AA. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Any citizen who applies for and 
completes resident and field emergency 
management training conducted under 
the auspices of the National Emergency 
Training Center. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


File contains student application 
records—FEMA 95-2, containing name, 
address, educational level, emergency 
management courses taken and where, 
emergency management organization 
and program affiliation, emergency 
management title, emergency 
management telephone number and 
length of emergency management 
service, employer, business title and 
business telephone number, student 
travel authorization and voucher for 
partial expense and date and location of 
course; individual training records; 
individual and business file for National 
Emergency Training Center Catalogs, 
Information Bulletins, etc.; Career 
Development Individual files; 
photographs with identification; 
MOBDES training files; Career 
Development directory; Student Expense 
files; completed Grant-in-aid forms; 
State recommendations, attendance and 
progress reports, student locators, and 
related academic documents. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301; 44 U.S.C. 3101; 50 U.S.C. 
App. 2253, 2281; Reorganization Plan No. 
3 of 1978, 43 FR 41943; and E.O. 12148, 44 
FR 43239. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of monitoring and 
reporting statistics on training courses in 
emergency management and determine 
who has or has not been trained in 
emergency management courses. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 


National Emergency Training Center 
to maintain individual training records; 
to compile regional, State, headquarters, 
military training data for administrative 
purposes such as budget requirements, 
replies to congressional inquiries, 
internal reporting and performance 
statistics, Program reports, and 





transmittals of satisfactory course 
completion of State and local 
governments. 

Regions—to maintain up-to-date 
statistics of National Emergency 
Training Center graduates assigned to 
regional jurisdictions and to inform 
States and local governments. 

States—to maintain up-to-date 
statistics of National Emergency 
Training Center graduates assigned to. 
State and local jurisdictions. 

Headquarters, Office of Resource 
Management and Administration to 
record and obligate funds for students 
attending National Emergency Training 
Center courses and forward records to 
FEMA Office of Resource Management 
and Administration for payment 
purposes. 

Computer Center—to prepare ADP 
documents relating to student 
participation. 

Other routine uses may include Nos. 2, 
3, 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Paper files and 3 x 5 index cards. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 

3 x 5 locator cards files alphabetically 
by name; academic records filed 
chronologically by course title; and 
travel authorizations and vouchers filed 
by fiscal year and State. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. All records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Records are considered permanent. 
Course folders retained in active file 
until course is completed, held 20 years 
in inactive file and subsequently 
transferred to Records Center, destroyed 
after 40 years. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director for Training and 
Education, National Emergency Training 
Center, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727; 

all Regional Directors of FEMA, 
addresses are listed in Appendix AA. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 
Inquiries should be addressed to the 
appropriate system manager. Written 
requests should be clearly marked 
“Privacy Act Request” on the envelope 


and letter. Include full name of the 
individual, some type of appropriate 
personal identification, and current 
address. 

For personal visits, the individuals 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same.as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Education Institutions, National 
Emergency Training Center, records 
derived from student applications and 
academic records. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/NETC-4 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Home Study Courses. 


SYSTEM LOCATION 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, National Emergency Training 
Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 
All Regional Offices, and Computer 
Center, Olney, Maryland. Addresses of 
the Regional Directors of FEMA are 
listed in Appendix AA. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Any citizen who desires to further his 
knowledge of emergency management in 
general, basic concepts of radiological 
monitoring, the duties of a local 
Emergency Management Director 
Coordinator, or the duties of a Shelter 
Manager, is eligible for these courses. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
File includes individual application 
forms, group enrollment forms, group 
completion forms, key punch cards and 
related computer printout indicating 
home study entry, progress, grades and 
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completion, correspondence and related 
academic documents. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301: 44 U.S.C. 3101; 50 U.S.C. 
App. 2253, 2281: Reorganization Plan No. 
3 of 1978, 43 FR 41953; and E.O. 12148, 44 
FR 43239. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of\providing home 
study courses to citizens who cannot 
attend regular classroom courses and 
certify applicants who successfully 
complete the courses. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 


Michigan Technological University 
(MTU)—key punch cards to enter 
applicant into home study program and 
to release home study materials to 
applicants, and to forward certificates to 
applicants who successfully complete a 
course. Also used to prepare statistical 
reports for National Emergency Training 
Center. FEMA Computer Center—use 
key punch cards to establish printout 
including name, address, student 
number, numerical grade for each course 
unit, date of completion of each course 
unit and final grade and date of course 
completion. FEMA Computer Center 
provides printouts for MTU, National 
Emergency Training Center, FEMA 
Regions and State Emergency 
Management Offices. 

National Emergency Training center— 
to respond to student inquiries relating 
to completion dates, requests for 
military reserve retirement credits and 
requests for certificates of completion 
that were awarded but did not arrive for 
the student. Uses MTU prepared 
statistics to prepare annual, quarterly 
and monthly reports for Director, FEMA. 
Provides course completion/progress 
data to State and local governments. 

FEMA Regional Offices—use the 
printout to measure training progress in 
the Region. The Regions also provide 
each State Emergency Management 
Office with monthly printouts of home 
study activities and completion. 

State Emergency Management 
Offices—Use the printouts to schedule 
more advanced training for students 
who have completed basic emergency 
management instruction through home 
study courses. 

Other routine uses may include Nos. 2, 
3, 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 
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POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRI ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
STORAGE: 

FEMA Computer Center stores 
records on computer magnetic tapes or 
disks. National Emergency Training 
Center FEMA Regions, MTU and State 
Emergency Management Offices store 
printouts of records as developed and 
forwarded by FEMA Computer Center. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name and address of Student 
Number. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. All records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

All Home Study records at National 
Emergency Training Center, are 
destroyed after 6 years. Home Study 
records held by FEMA Regions, 
Michigan Technological University and 
State Emergency Management Offices 
are destroyed when obsolete, 
superseded or no longer needed. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director for Training and 
Education, National Emergency Training 
Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727; all 
Regional Directors of FEMA, addresses 

are listed in Appendix AA. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
appropriate system manager. Written 
requests should be clearly marked 
“Privacy Act Request” on the envelope 
and letter. Include full name of the 
individual, some type of appropriate 
personal identification, and current 
address. 

For personal visits, the individuals 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 
Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 


The letter should state clearly and , 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 

Application forms completed and 
submitted by applicants for FEMA 
Home Study courses. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/NETC-5 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Federal Employees with Fire Related 
Expertise. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, U.S. Fire Administration, 
National Emergency Training Center, 
Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Federal employees with expertise in 
fire prevention and control and 
associated fields. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
Name, address, agency and area of 
expertise. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

Section 8(e) and 21 (b)(1) and (e) of 
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974, Pub. L. 93-498; 88 Stat. 1535 
(15 U.S.C. 2207, 2218); E. O. 12127, 44 FR 
19367; and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1978, 43 FR 41943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of identifying Federal 
employees with expertise in fire 
prevention and control and associated 
fields. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED !N 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Information about individuals is 
provided to Federal, state, local or 
international agencies and members of 
the fire service community, including, 
but not limited to, fire safety and 
protection organization, state fire 
marshals, and firemen, in response to 
requests indicating that the individual or 
organization making the request would 
benefit from the expertise of individuals 
in the system. Such disclosures are 
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made only if the subject individual has 
given prior written consent. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 


Paper records in file folders, bound 
paper directory and magnetic tape. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 


By individual's name, expertise, 
agency and geographic location. 


SAFEGUARDS: 


Personnel screening; hardware and 
software computer security measures. 
Paper records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. Records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Records are updated biennially and 
retained indefinitely. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Associate Director for Training and 
Education, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, National 
Emergency Training Center, 
Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to cortest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 





FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated i in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 
Subject individuals. 


President's and Secretary's Award 
Nominees. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, U.S. Fire Administration, 
National Emergency Training Center, 
Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals nominated to receive the 
President’s Award for outstanding 
Public Safety Service and individuals 
nominated to receive the Secretary's 
Award for Distinguished Public Safety 
Service. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
Name and address of the candidate, 
his or her position and title, whether the 

nomination is for the President's or 
Secretary's Award, the public agency 
served, the locale where the candidate 
performs his or her duties, the name of 
the nominating official, a summary 
description of the.outstanding 
contribution, distinguished service or 
extraordinary valor of the nominee, and 
the relevant duties relating thereto, and 
copies of any published factual accounts 
of the nominee's accomplishments. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

15 U.S.C. 2214; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 
19367; and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1978, 43 FR 41943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of selecting 
individuals who have been nominated to 
receive the President's Award for 
Outstanding Public Safety Service and 
the Secretary's Award for Distinguished 
Public Safety Service. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 
(a) President's Award Nominees— 
Information about individuals 
nominated for the President's Award is 
provided to selected members of the 
public safety community, including but 


not limited to, fire safety and protection 
organizations, state fire marshals and 
firemen, civil defense officers, and law 
enforcement, corrections or court 
officers in connection with the 
evaluation and selection of recipients. 
Information is also provided to the 
Department of Defense, the Department 
of Justice, and the Executive Office of 
the President; (b) Secretary's Award 
Nominees—Information about 
individuals nominated for the 
Secretary’s Award is provided to 
selected members of the fire service 
community, including but not limited to, 
fire safety and protection organizations, 
state fire marshals and firemen in 
connection with the evaluation and 
selection of recipients. When it appears 
that a nominee’s accomplishments are in 
the areas of civil defense or law 
enforcement, nominations may be sent 
to the Department of Defense and/or the 
Department of Justice. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Paper records in file folders. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 

Filed by file number and cross- 
referenced alphabetically by nominee 
names. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Paper records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. Records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Records are retained indefinitely. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director for Training and 
Education, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, National 
Emergency Training Center, 
Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification card, or other 
identification data. 
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RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


Heads of Federal government 
departments and agencies, governors of 
states or territories, or chief executives 
of any general governmental unit within 
any state or territory. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/FIA-2 


SYSTEM NAME: 


National Flood Insurance Application 
and Related Documents Files. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Various offices of a servicing agent 
under contract to the Federal Insurance 
Administration; FIA Headquarters 
office, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. Copies 
of some of the files are also provided to 
the FEMA Regional offices when 
additional information is requestéd from 
their respective offices. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Applicants for individual flood 
insurance and individuals insured. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


Flood insurance, policy issuances and 
administration records and claims 
adjustment records, including 
applications for emergency and regular 
flood insurance, endorsements, renewal 
applications, cancellation notices, policy 
questionnaires, notice of loss, and 
proofs of loss. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
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1973, 42 U.S.C. 4001, et seq.; 5 U.S.C. 301; 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 43 FR 
41943; and E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of carrying out the 
National Flood Insurance Program and 
verifying nonduplication of benefits. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

To property loss reporting bureaus, 
State insurance departments, and 
insurance companies investigating fraud 
or potential fraud in connection with 
claims, subject to the approval of the 
Office of Inspector General, FEMA; for 
use of insurance agents, brokers and 
adjusters, and lending institutions for 
carrying out the purposes of the 
National Flood Insurance Program; to 
Small Business Administration, the 
American Red Cross, the Farmers Home 
Administration; State and local 
government individual and family grant 
and assistance agencies, including but 
not limited to the State of Ohio Disaster 
Services Agency and the Johnstown, 
Pennsylvania, Redevelopment Authority 
for determining eligibility for benefits 
and for verification of nonduplication of 
benefits following a flooding event or 
disaster; to State and local government 
individual and family grant agencies so 
as to permit such agencies to assess the 
degree of financial burdens toward 
residents such States and local 
governments might reasonably expect to 
assume in he event of a flooding disaster 
and to further the flood insurance 
marketing activities of the National 
Flood Insurance Program. To State and 
local government individual and family 
grant and assistance agencies which 
furnish to the Federal Insurance 
Administration the names and 
addresses of policyholders for purposes 
consistent with relocation projects of the 
Federal Insurance Administration and 
acquisition projects under the National 
Flood Insurance carried out 
pursuant to Section 1362 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1973, as 
amended, and to State and local 
government agencies who provide the 
names and addresses of policyholders 
and a brief general description of their 
plan for acquiring and relocating their 
flood prone properties for review by the 
Associate Director, Office of State and 
Local Programs and Support, to ensure 
that their State and/or local government 
agency is engaged in floodplain 
management improved real property 
acquisition and relocation projects 
consistent with the National Flood 
Insurance Program; and, upon the 
approval by the Associate Director, 


Office of State and Local Programs and 
Support, that the use is in furtherance of 
the flood plain management and hazard 
mitigation goals of the Agency, to State 
and local government agencies and 
municipalities to review National Flood 
Insurance Program policy and claim files 
to assist them in hazard mitigation and 
flood plain management activities and in 
monitoring compliance with the flood 
plain management measures duly 
adopted by the community. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 1, 5, 6, and 8, of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Magnetic tape/disc/drum and file 
folders. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name and policy number. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
paper records in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 

Policy records are kept as long as 
insurance is desired and premiums paid 
and for an appropriate time thereafter 
and claim records are kept for the 
statutory time within which to file a 
claim. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Federal Insurance Administration, 

Federal Emergency Management 

Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver’s license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 

CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 


system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 


Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


Individuals who apply for flood 
insurance under the National Flood 
Insurance Program and individuals who 
are insured under the program. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
NPP-1 


SYSTEM NAME: 


National Defense Executive Reserve 
System. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of National Preparedness 
Programs, Washington, D.C. 20472; all 
FEMA regional offices listed in 
Appendix AA to these notices. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 


Applicants for and incumbents of 
NDER assignments. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


Personnel and administrative records, 
skills inventory, training data, and other 
related records necessary to coordinate 
and administer the NDER program. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 


Defense Production Act, 1950, 
Executive Order 11179, September 22, 
1964, as amended by Executive Order 
12148, July 20, 2979. 


PURPOSE(S): 


For the purpose of administering the 
NDER program, agency officials and 
officials of participating departments 
and agencies may obtain from the NDER 
Coordinator data relevant to re >ervists 
assigned to their units. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 


Routine use may include Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5 
and 8 of Appendix A. 
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POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
STORAGE: 

Mag-tape, drum, disc and paper. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name, personnel data, skills or 
agency. 


SAFEGUARDS: 
Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
paper records in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Retention of records shall be for 
duration of application or assignment. 
Disposition of records shall be in 
accordance with the FEMA Records 
Maintenance and Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director, National 
Preparedness Programs, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472; all FEMA 
Regional Directors, addresses listed in 
Appendix AA of these notices. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquires should be addressed to the 
system manager(s). Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office's 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager(s). Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


The individual to whom the record 
pertains. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/SEC-1 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Security Management System. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Security Policy, Office of 
Executive Administration, Washington, 
D.C. 20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 


FEMA employees, other Federal 
agency employees, State employees, and 
contract employees. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


Security records include: Statement of 
personal history, personal data (e.g. 
name, address, telephone number and 
social security number) contained on 
security clearance forms, rosters, lists, 
and forms for record container 
combinations and other related records. 
Also this system contains records 
concerning Personnel Security Program 
for positions associated with computer 
systems (Chapter 732 of Federal 
Personnel Manual). Records do not 
contain investigatory materials. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 


Executive Order 12127, 44 FR 19367; 
Executive Order 12148, 44 FR 43239; 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 43 FR 
41943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of agency official use, 
based upon a need-to-know requirement 
in maintaining office security for 
sensitive data and facilities. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 


An employee's level of security 
clearance may be reported to another 
agency for the purpose of interagency 
security administration. 

Additional routine use may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 
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POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Mag-tape, drum, disc, paper, and 
index cards. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By name and social security number. 


SAFEGUARDS: 


Personnel screening; hardware and 
software computer security measures. 
Paper records are retained in a locked 
container and/or room. Records are 
maintained in areas that are secured by 
building guards during non-business 
hours. Records are retained in areas 
accessible only to authorized personnel 
who are properly screened, cleared and 
trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Retention of records shall be for 
duration of employment. Disposition of 
records shall be in accordance with 
FEMA Records Maintenance and 
Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Special Assistant for Security Policy, 
Office of Executive Administration, 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C, 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's licerise, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 
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RECORD SOGURCE CATEGORIES: 

Information in this system comes from 
the individual to whom the record 
pertains. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
FEMA/SLPS-4 


SYSTEM NAME: 


Appt for Enrollment in Arch Engr Prof 
Dev Prog. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of State and Local 
Programs and Support, Washington, 
D.C. 20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals who apply for FEMA 
professional development courses: 
Fallout Shelter Analysis (FSA), 
Protective Construction (PC), 
Environmental Engineering (FE). 
Multiprotection Design (MPD). 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 

Includes applicant’s name, address, 
date of birth, education and status of 
completion in the course. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 USC 301, 44 USC 3104, 50 USC App. 
2253. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of ascertaining 
qualifications for certification as FSA 
for issuance of appropriate certificates 
and development of mailing lists for 
disseminating new information to them 
as appropriate. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

The names and addresses of the 
individuals are used to print mailing 
labels to send them the most up-to-date 
information on Fallout Shelter Analysis. 
Additional routiné use may include Nos. 
5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 

Application forms are kept in loose- 
leaf binders. Some of the data are kept 
on computer magnetic tapes for 
processing in conjunction with 
dissemination of new information. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By the name of the individual to 
whom the record pertains. 


SAFEGUARDS: 

Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
application forms in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Files are considered permanent. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver’s license, employing office's 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 

Same as Notification procedure 
above. 
CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 
Application submitted by applicants. 
SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 
None. 


FEMA/SLPS-5 


SYSTEM NAME: 


FEMA Summer She!ter Survey 
Program. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of State and Local 
Programs and Support, Washington, 
D.C. 20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Individuals who apply for FEMA 
Summer Shelter Survey Program. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


Includes student’s name, address, 
telephone number, college, age, 
veteran's status, license, curriculum, 
number of college years completed, prior 
Summer Shelter Survey training, 
experience, availability of 
transportation and training. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE, OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301, 44 U.S.C. 3101, 50 U.S.C. 
App. 2253. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of selecting students 
for employment under the Summer 
Shelter Survey Program. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

The names, addresses and phone 
numbers are provided to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to offer the 
individuals employment until such time 
as FEMA is prepared to assume the 
selection process. A report is available 
to the Office of Personnel Management 
which indicates which students were 
hired and which were not. 

Additional routine use may include 
Nos. 5 and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 

Applications are maintained on 
magnetic tape, card and loose-leaf 
binders. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By the name of the individual to 
whom the record pertains. 


SAFEGUARDS: 


Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
application forms in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 
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RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Retention of records shall be for 2 
years. Disposition of records shall be in 
accordance with the FEMA Records 
Maintenance and Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 

Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 

Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 
Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 

Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 
“Application for FEMA Summer 
Shelter Survey Program” and “FEMA 
Summer Shelter Survey Employment 
Questionnaire” submitted by applicants. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 
None. 


FEMA/SLPS-6 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Program Management Information 
System. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of State and Local 
Programs and Support, Washington, 
D.C. 20472. 


CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: 

Local Civil Preparedness Directors/ 
Coordinators. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 
Includes name and business address 
of all local civil preparedness directors/ 
coordinators participating in FEMA 

contributions programs. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 

5 U.S.C. 301; 44 U.S.C, 3101; 50 U.S.C. 
App. 2253; E. O. 12148, 44 FR 43239; 
Reorganization Plan No. of 1978, 43 FR 
41943. 


PURPOSE(S): 

For the purpose of keeping an up-to- 
date listing of all local civil 
preparedness directors/coordinators 
and advising the public as to who the 
civi! preparedness director/coordinator 
is for a particular location. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND THE PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 

Responding to inquiries from the 
public advising who the local civil 
preparedness director/coordinator is for 
a particular location. 

Additional routine. uses may include 
Nos. 5.and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Computer paper printouts and 
microfiche. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 
By geographic location number 
printed alphabetically by State and 

agency name; name of director/ 
coordinator can be retrieved on the 
computer printout. 


SAFEGUARDS: 
Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
printouts are kept in locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 
Retention of records shall be until 
obsolete. Disposition of records shall be 
in accordance with the FEMA Records 
Maintenance and Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 
Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federal 
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Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individual 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver's license, employing office's 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURE: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 

FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


Program Paper for Local Civil 
Preparedness, are prepared by local 
agencies and submitted to the State and 
FEMA Regional offices which in turn 
forward copies to FEMA Headquarters 
for computer development printouts. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 
None. 


FEMA/SLPS-11 


SYSTEM NAME: 
Interagency Directories System. 


SECURITY CLASSIFICATION: 
Unclassified. 


SYSTEM LOCATION: 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Office of State and Local 
Programs and Office of Resource 
Management and Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 20472; all FEMA 
regional offices listed in Appendix AA 
to these notices. 
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CATEGORIES OF INDIVIDUALS COVERED BY THE 
SYSTEM: . 


Federal Emergency Management 
Agency employees and employees of 
other Federal, State and local agencies 
with related responsibilities; e.g., 
members of the Regional Preparedness 
Committee, the Interagency Emergency 
Preparedness Committee, and the 
Regional Field Board as well as 
Emergency Coordinators, Alternate 
Emergency Coordinators, State 
Emergency Preparedness Directors, and 
State Civil Defense Directors. 


CATEGORIES OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


Includes name, office and home 
addresses and telephone numbers, and 
level of security clearance. 


AUTHORITY FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE 
SYSTEM: 


Executive Order 11490, as amended 
and Executive Order 12148. 


PURPOSE{S): 

For the purpose of providing a locator 
service and a means of distributing 
publications and communications for in- 
house agency use and for the use of 
member agencies. 


ROUTINE USES OF RECORDS MAINTAINED IN 
THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING CATEGORIES OF 
USERS AND PURPOSES OF SUCH USES: 


To provide the names, addresses and 
telephone numbers of FEMA subscribers 
having essential emergency functions to 
the General Services Administration for 
forwarding to the public telephone 
companies to designate those 
subscriber's home numbers as 
“essential” for the purpose of providing 
a minimum of delay in placing calls from 
their residences during a national 
disaster or civil emergency. 

For the purpose of providing a locator 
service and a means of distributing 
publications and communications, 
interagency directories will be 
distributed to Federal, regional and state 
interagency committee members and to 
the agencies which they represent; e.g. 
State Emergency Planning Directors, 
holders of the FEMA Emergency 
Planning Reference Package for 
Regional Governments and Central 
Office Emergency Readiness 
Instructions and the White House 
Communications Agency. To the key 
personnel in Federal agencies and 
departments involved in emergency 
preparedness responsibilities. 

Additional routine uses may include 
Nos. 2, 3, 5, and 8 of Appendix A. 


POLICIES AND PRACTICES FOR STORING, 
RETRIEVING, ACCESSING, RETAINING, AND 
DISPOSING OF RECORDS IN THE SYSTEM: 


STORAGE: 
Mag-card, mag-tape, drum, disc and 
paper. 


RETRIEVABILITY: 


By name and agency. 
SAFEGUARDS: 

Personnel screening, hardware and 
software computer security measures; 
paper records in a locked container 
and/or room. All records are maintained 
in areas that are secured by building 
guards during non-business hours. 
Records are retained in areas accessible 
only to authorized personnel who are 
properly screened, cleared and trained. 


RETENTION AND DISPOSAL: 


Retention of records shall be for 
duration of individual membership in 
interagency organizations. Disposition 
of records shall be in accordance with 
the FEMA Records Maintenance and 
Disposition System. 


SYSTEM MANAGER(S) AND ADDRESS: 


Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, and Associate 
Director, Resource Management and 
Administration, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Washington, D.C. 
20472; all Regional Directors of FEMA, 
addresses are listed in Appendix AA. 


NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE: 


Inquiries should be addressed to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Request” on the envelope and letter. 
Include full name of the individual, some 
type of appropriate personal 
identification, and current address. 

For personal visits, the individuals 
should be able to provide some 
acceptable identification, that is, 
driver’s license, employing office’s 
identification card, or other 
identification data. 


RECORD ACCESS PROCEDURES: 


Same as Notification procedure 
above. 


CONTESTING RECORD PROCEDURES: 


Individuals desiring to contest or 
amend information maintained in the 
system should direct their request to the 
system manager. Written requests 
should be clearly marked “Privacy Act 
Amendment” on the envelope and letter. 
The letter should state clearly and 
concisely what information is being 
contested, the reasons for contesting it, 
and the proposed amendment to the 
information sought. 
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FEMA Privacy Act Regulations are 
promulgated i in 44 CFR Part 6, published 
in the Federal Register. 


RECORD SOURCE CATEGORIES: 


The individual to wkom the record 
pertains. 


SYSTEMS EXEMPTED FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF THE ACT: 


None. 
Appendix A 


Introduction to Routine Uses: Certain 
routine uses have been identified as 
being applicable to many of the FEMA 
systems of record notices. The specific 
routine uses applicable to an individual 
system of record notice will be listed 
under the “Routine Use” section of the 
notice itself and will correspond to the 
numbering of the routine uses published 
below. These uses are published only 
once in the interest of simplicity, 
economy and to avoid redundancy, 
rather than repeating them in every 
individual system notice. 

1. Routine Use—Law Enforcement: In 
the event that a system of records 
maintained by this agency to carry out 
its functions indicates a violation or 
potential violation of law, whether civil, 
criminal or regulatory in nature, and 
whether arising by general statute or 
particular program statute, or by 
regulation, rule or order issued pursuant 
thereto, the relevant records in the 
system of records may be referred, as a 
routine use, to the appropriate agency 
whether Federal, State, local or foreign, 
charged with the responsibility of 
investigating or prosecuting such 
violation or charged with enforcing or 
implementing the statute, or rule, 
regulation or order issued pursuant 
thereto. 

2. Routine Use—Disclosure When 
Requesting Information: A record from a 
FEMA system of records may be 
disclosed as a routine use to a Federal, 
State, or local agency maintaining civil, 
criminal, regulatory, licensing ar other 
enforcement information or other 
pertinent information, such as current 
licenses, if necessary, to obtain 
information relevant to an agency 
decision concerning the hiring or 
retention of an employee, the issuance 
of a security clearance, the letting of a 
contract, or the issuance of a license, 
grant, or other benefit. 

3. Routine Use—Disclosure of 
Requested Information: A record from a 
FEMA system of records may be 
disclosed to a Federal agency, in 
response to a written request, in 
connection with the hiring or retention 
of an employee, the issuance of a 
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security clearance, the reporting of an 
investigation of an employee, the letting 
of a contract; or the issuance of a 
license, grant, or other benefit by the 
requesting agency, to the extent that the 
information is relevant and necessary to 
the requesting agency’s decision on the 
matter. 

4. Routine Use—Grievance, 
Complaint, Appeal: A record from a 
FEMA system of records may be 
disclosed to an authorized appeal or 
grievance examiner, formal complaints 
examiner, equal employment 
opportunity investigator, arbitrator, or 
other duly authorized offical engaged in 
investigation or settlement of a 
grievance, complaint, or appeal filed by 
an employee. A record from this system 
of records may be disclosed to the 
Office of Personnel Management in 
accordance with agency’s responsibility 
for evaluation of Federal personnel 
management. 

To the extent that official personnel 
records in the custody of FEMA are 
covered within systems of records 
published by the Office of Personnel 
Management as government-wide 
records, those records will be 
considered as a part of that government- 
wide system. Other official personnel 
records covered by notices published by 
FEMA and considered to be separate 
systems of records may be transferred 
to the Office of Personnel Management 
in accordance with official personnel 
programs and activities as a routine 
activities as a routine use. 

5. Routine Use—Congressional 
Inquiries: A record from a FEMA system 
of records may be disclosed as a routine 
use to a Member of Congress or to a 
Congressional staff member in response 
to an inquiry of the Congressional office 
made at the request of the individual 
about whom the record is maintained. 

6. Routine Use—Private Relief 
Legislation: The information contained 
in a FEMA system of records may be 
disclosed as a routine use to the Office 
of Management and Budget in 
connection with the review of private 
relief legislation as set forth in OMB 
Circular No. A-19 at any stage of the 
legislative coordination and clearance 
process as set forth in that circular. 

7. Routine Use—Disclosure to the 
Office of Personnel Management: A 
record from a FEMA system of records 
may be disclosed to the Office of 
Personnel Management concerning 
information on pay and leave benefits, 
retirement deductions, and any other 
information concerning personnel 
actions. 

8. Routine Use—Disclosure of 
Information to NARS (GSA): A.record 
from a FEMA system of records may be 


disclosed as a routine use to the 
National Archives and Records Service 
of the General Services Administration 
in records management inspections 
conducted under authority of 44 U.S.C. 
2904 and 12906. 


Appendix AA 
Addresses for FEMA Regional Offices 


Region I—Regional Director, FEMA, 442 
J. W. McCormack, Boston, MA 02109 


Region II—Regional Director, FEMA, 26 
Federal Plaza, New York, NY 10007 

Region II]—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Curtis Building—7th Floor, 6th and 
Walnut Streets, Philadelphia, PA 
19106 

Region IV—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Gulf Oil Building, 1375 Peachtree 
Street, N.E. (Suite 664), Atlanta, GA 
30303 

Region V—Regional Director, FEMA, 
One North Dearborn Street (Room 
540), Chicago, IL 60602 

Region VI—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Federal Regional Center, Denton, TX 
76201 

Region VIJ—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Old Federal Office Building (Room 
405), Kansas City, MO 64106 

Region VIII—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Federal Regional Center, Building 710, 
Denver, CO 80225 

Region IX—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Building 105 on the Prescido, San 
Francisco, CA 94129 

Region X—Regional Director, FEMA, 
Federal Regional Center, Bothell, WA 
98011 


[FR Doc. 82-32468 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6718-01-M 


FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 


North Kansas Savings and Loan 
Association; Beloit, Kansas; 
Appointment of Receiver 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the authority contained in Section 
406(c)(1)(B)(i)(I) of the National Housing 
Act, as amended (Garn-St Germain 
Depository Institutions Act of 1982, Pub. 
L. 97-320 (October 15, 1982), section 
122(d), to be codified at 12 U.S.C. 
1729(c)(1)(B)(i)(1), the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board appointed the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation as sole Receiver for North 
Kansas Savings Association, Beloit, 
Kansas, effective November 19, 1982. 
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Dated: November 19, 1982. 
J. J. Finn, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 82-32460 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6720-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


Bank Holding Companies; Proposed 
De Novo Nonbank Activities 


The organizations identified in this 
notice have applied, pursuant to section 
4(c)(8) of the Bank Holding Act (12 
U.S.C. 1843(c)(8) and § 225.4(b)(1) of the 
Board's Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.4(b)(1)), for permission to engage de 
novo, directly or indirectly, solely in the 
activities indicated, which have been 
determined by the Board of Governors 
to be closely related to banking. 

With respect to these applications, 
interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 


. consummation of the proposal can 


“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interest, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
comment that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of the reasons a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute, 
summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing, and indicating 
how the party commenting would be 
aggrieved by approval of that proposal. 

The applications may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated. 
Comments and requests for hearings 
should identify clearly the specific 
application to which they related, and 
should be submitted in writing and 
received by the appropriate Federal 
Reserve Bank not later than the date 
indicated. ‘ 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(A. Marshall Puckett, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

1. Hubco, Inc., Union City, New Jersey 
(leasing activities; New Jersey): To 
engage, through its subsidiary Hub 
Leaservice, Inc., Union City, New Jersey, 
in leasing and lease servicing activities 
under the provisions of Regulation Y. In 
making of direct and indirect leases of 
personal property. The making of leases 
shall include, but not be limited to, 
automobile leases obtained directly or 
through dealers. Servicing of 
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independent leasing companies or 
leases that conform to the provisions of 
Regulations Y. These activities would be 
conducted from offices in Union City, 
New Jersey, servicing the entire State of 
New Jersey. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 20, 1982. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland 
(Lee S. Adams, Vice President) 1455 East 
Sixth Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44101: 


northern Ohio): To engage through its 
subsidiary, Independence Equipment 
Leasing Company, in making leases of 
personal property (e.g., machine tool 
equipment, automotive equipment, 
computers and office equipment) in 
accordance with the Federal Reserve 
Board's Regulation Y. These activities 
would be conducted from an office in 
Independence, Ohio, serving northern 
Ohio. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than 
December 9, 1982. 

2. Mellon National Corporation, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (investment or 
financial advisory activities; New York, 
New York): To engage through its 
subsidiary, Mellon Financial Services 
Corporation #2, in providing real estate 
portfolio investment advice including: 
serving as the advisory company for a 
mortgage or real estate investment trust; 
serving as investment advisory, as 
defined im section 2{a)(20) of the 
Investment Company Aet of 1940, to an 
investment company registered under 
that Act; furnishing general economic 
information and advice, general 
economic statistical forecasting services 
and industry studies; and providing 
financial advice te state and local 
governments, such as with respect to the 
issuance of their securities. These 
activities would be conducted from an 
office in New York, New York, serving 
the United States and potential overseas 
clients. Coraments on this application 
must be received not later than 
December 20, 1982. 

c. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104 
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. First Alabama Bancshares, Inc., 
Montgomery, Alabama (insurance 
activities; Alabama): To engage, through 
its wholly-owned subsidiary, FAB 
Agency, Inc., in the activity of acting as 
an insurance agent or broker for the sale 
of credit life, accident, and health 
insurance directly related to an 
extension of credit and the sale of 
property and casualty insurance directly 
related to an extension of credit. 
Applicant was engaged in these 
activities on May 1, 1962 in the State of 


Alabama and proposes to engage in 
these same activities at a new office in 
Baldwin County, Alabama, serving 
Baldwin County, Alabama. Comments 
on this application must be received not 
later than December 1, 1982. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 

1. Midland Mortgage Corporation, 
Detroit, Michigan, (mortgage banking, 
nationwide): To engage through its 
subsidiary, Midland Mortgage 
Investment Corporation, in the 
origination and servicing of direct loans 
to builders, developers, consumers and 
others for purposes of acquisition, 
construction and rehabilitation of real 
property and/or improvements to real 
property, and to otherwise engage in 
mortgage banking. These activities 
would be conducted on a national basis 
from offices located in Clearwater, 
Florida; Detroit, Michigan; Orlando, 
Florida; and Sacramento, California. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than December 13, 
1982. 

E. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. Union Bancshares, Inc., San 
Antonio, Texas {underwriting activities; 
Texas): To engage, through its de novo 
subsidiary, UBI Life Insurance Company 
in the underwriting of credit life 
insurance and credit accident and 
health insurance directly related to 
extensions of credit by Union Bank. This 
activity will be conducted from an office 
in San Antonio, Texas, serving Texas. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than December 20, 
1982. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, November 19, 1982. 

Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 82-32370 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-# 


Banque Indosuez; Corporation To Do 


Business Under Section 25(a) of the 
Federal Reserve Act 


An application has been submitted for 
the Board’s approval of the organization 
of a corporation to do business under 
section 25{a) of the Federal Reserve Act 
(“Edge Corporation”), to be known as 
Indosuez Bank International, Houston, 
Texas. Indosuez Bank International 
would operate as a subsidiary of Banque 
Indosuez, Paris, France. The factors that 
are considered in acting on the 


application are set forth in § 211.4{a) of 
the Board's Regulation K (12 CFR 


the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York. Any person wishing to comment 
on the application should submit views 
in writing to the Secretary, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Washington, D.C. 20551 to be 
received not later than November 17, 
1982. Any comment on an application 
that requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identify specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarize 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, November 19, 1982. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 82-32371 Filed 11-24-82; &45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta; 
Formation of Bank Holding Companies 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3(a)}({1) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 

§ 1842{a)(1)} to become bank holding 
companies by acquiring voting shares 
and/or assets of a bank. The factors that 
are considered in acting on the 
applications are set forth in section 3{c) 
of the Act (12 U.S.C, 1842(c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104 
Marietta street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. Mountain Bancshares, Inc., Tracy 
City, Tennessee; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 80.79 
percent or more of the voting shares of 
First Bank and Trust, Tracy City, 
Tennessee. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 20, 1982. 
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B. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Delmer P. Weisz, Vice, President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. First Bancshares of Northeast 
Arkansas, Inc., Osceola, Arkansas; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 80 percent of the voting shares 
fo First National bank in Oseola, 
Osceola, Arkansas. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 15, 1982. 

2. SBC Financial Corp., Como, 
Mississippi; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 
voting shares of State Bank of Como, 
Como, Mississippi. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 20, 1982. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, November 19, 1982. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 82-32372 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Federal Reserve Bank of New York; 
Acquisition of Bank Shares by a Bank 
Holding Company 


The company listed in this notice has 
applied for the Board’s approval under 
section 3(a)(3) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842(a)(3)) to 
acquire voting shares or assets of a 
bank. The factors that are considered in 
acting on the application are set forth in 
section 3(c) of the Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842(c)). 

The application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated. 
With respect to the application, 
interested persons may express their 
views in writing to the address 
indicated. Any comment on the 
application that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of why a written 
presentation would not suffice in lieu of 
a hearing, identifying specifically any 
questions of fact that are in dispute and 
summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(A. Marshall Puckett, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

1. Northeast Bancorp, Inc., New 
Haven, Connecticut; to acquire 100 
percent of the voting shares or assets of 
Security Bank & Trust, Bloomfield, 
Connecticut. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than December 20, 1982. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, November 19, 1982. 


William W. Wiles, 

Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc: 82-32373 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 a.m.] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Fee Schedules for Federal Reserve 
Bank Services 

AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 

ACTION: New Fee Schedule for the 
Automated Clearing House Service. 


SUMMARY: The Monetary Control Act of 


1980 (Title I of Pub. L. 96-221) requires 
that schedules of fees be established for 
Federal Reserve Bank services. On 
December 31, 1980, the Board adopted a 
fee structure for the automated clearing 
house service, effective August 1, 1981. 
The Federal Reserve has now adopted a 
new fee schedule for this service. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 30, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Elliott C. McEntee, Assistant Director 
(202/452-2231), or Florence M. Young, 
Program Manager, (202/452-3955) 
Division of Federal Reserve Bank 
Operations; Gilbert T. Schwartz, 
Associate General Counsel (202/452- 
3625), or Daniel L. Rhoads, Attorney 
(202/452-3711), Legal Division, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Washington, D.C. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Monetary Control Act of 1980 (“Act”) 
requires that fee schedules be developed 
for Federal Reserve Bank services based 
on pricing principles established by the 
board. The Board, in accordance with 
the requirements of the Act, published 
for comment proposed pricing principles 
and fee schedules for services on August 
28, 1980 (45 FR 58689). On December 30, 
1980, after considering the comments 
received from the public, the Board 
adopted revised pricing principles and a 
fee schedule for the automated clearing 
house (“ACH”) service (46 FR 1338). The 
ACH fee schedule was effective August 
1, 1981. In adopting the 1981 fee 
schedule for the ACH service, the Board 
recognized that the ACH service was in 
the process of development and had not 
yet reached a mature level. In 
recognition of this fact, the Board 
established 1981 fees on the basis of 
what it regarded as a mature volume of 
ACH items, which was expected to be 
achieved in approximately five years. 
The Board determined that establishing 
a fee schedule that promotes the 
continuing development of the ACH 
service was in the public interest. The 
Board also committed to review its ACH 
pricing policy annually. 
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The Board reviewed its policy of 
incentive pricing for the ACH service in 
April 1982 and determined that it was 
appropriate to continue providing a level 
of price support for the service. The 
Board believed that such support was 
necessary to avoid jeopardizing the 
future of this payment service. Further, 
the Board believed that an adequate 
volume is necessary in order to attract 
private sector competition in this area. It 
was also recognized that the private 
sector would benefit from knowledge of 
when the Federal Reserve would begin 
full-cost pricing of the ACH service. 
Consequently, the Board determined to 
phase out its incentive pricing policy 
and establish a date for pricing the ACH 
service to recover the full costs of 
providing the service, including the 
private sector adjustment factor. To 
achieve a smooth transition, the Board 
determined that fees for the ACH 
service will be increased annually to 
recover an additional 20 percent of the 
costs of providing the service, plus 
private sector adjustment factor. 
Accordingly, the fee schedule 
established in 1982 would provide for 
recovery of 40 percent of the current 
costs of providing the service, including 
the private sector adjustment factor. The 
fee schedules to be adopted in 1983, 
1984, and 1985 would provide for 
recovery of 60 percent, 80 percent and 
100 percent, respectively, of commercial 
ACH costs, including private sector 
adjustment factor. 

The structure of the new fee schedule 
for the ACH service will remain 
unchanged from the 1981 fee schedule. 
Fees will continue to be charged to the 
party originating an ACH debit and the 
party receiving an ACH credit. 
Additionally, the fee schedule continues 
to include an interregional price 
differential. No fees will be assessed 
receivers of direct deposit payments 
made under the Treasury Department's 
Federal Recurring Payments Program. 

In general, receivers of ACH credits 
will pay a fee that is higher than that 
paid by originators of ACH debits. This 
recognizes the benefits accruing to 
receivers of credits through operating 
cost savings and improved funds 
availability that are not realized by 
originators of day cycle debits. 

The 1981 fee schedule did not 
distinguish between fees paid by 
originators of cash concentration debits 
using the night cycle and those paid by 
originators of debits using the day cycle. 
In recognition of the substantial benefits 
that accrue to originators of cash 
concentration debits using the night 
cycle, the Board has decided to impose a 
surcharge for the night cycle operations. 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Notices 


Cash concentration debits are generally 
time critical since concentration banks 
are not normally advised of deposits at 
regional depository institutions until late 
in the day. Further, because of the 
relatively high average value of cash 
concentration debits, the reliability of 
the ACH mechanism is of importance to 
originators of these debits. The night 
cycle also provides originators of cash 
concentration debits better deposit 
deadlines and better turnaround times 
than are provided by day cycle 
operations. As experience with the night 
cycle operations is gained, the 
operational necessity of restricting night 
cycle operations to cash concentration 
debits may be eliminated. 

The new fee schedule for the Federal 
Reserve's ACH service is as follows: 


NIGHT CYCLE SURCHARGE 


Intra- and Inter-ACH Debits Originated 
New York Intra- and Inter-ACH Debits Origina’ 


This fee schedule will be effective 
December 30, 1982. Any comments 
regarding the fee schedule should be 
forwarded to your local Federal Reserve 
office. 

By order of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, November 19, 1982. 
William W. Wiles, 

Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 82-92369 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Granting of Request for Early 
Termination of the Waiting Period 
Under the Premerger Notification 
Rules 


Section 7A of the Clayton Act, 15 
U.S.C. 18a, as added by Title Il of the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust 
Improvements Act of 1976, requires 
persons contemplating certain mergers 
or acquisitions to give the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General advance notice and to wait 
designated periods before 


consummation of such plans. Section 
7A(b)(2) of the Act permits the agencies, 
in individual cases, to terminate this 
waiting period prior to its expiration and 
requires that notice of this action be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The following transactions were 
granted early termination of the waiting 
period provided by law and the 
premerger notification rules. The grants 
were made by the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General for the Antitrust Division of the 
Department of Justice. Neither agency 
intends to take any action with respect 
to these proposed acquisitions during 
the applicable waiting period: 


(1) Fiat S.p.A.’s proposed acquisition of all | Nov. 10, 1982. 
voting sécurities of Impregilo Internation- 
al (U.S.A,), Inc. 

(2) Interdec (U.S.A.), Inc.'s proposed acqui- 
sition of certain assets of Millmaster 
Onyx Division of Kewanee Industries, Inc. 

(3) Cart C. icahn’s proposed acquisition of 
certain voting securities of Dan River, inc. 

(4) Crane Associate’s proposed acquisition 
of certain voting securities of Dan River, 
Inc. 

(5) C.C.1. Associate’s proposed acquisition 
of certain voting securities of Dan River, 
Inc. 

(6) Northwest Energy Company's proposed 
acquisition of ali voting securities of 
Cities Service Gas Company. 

(7) Seaboard Corporation’s proposed ac- 
quisition’ of certain assets of TSC Indus- 
tries, Inc. 

(8) Robert J. Milano's proposed acquisit! an 
of certain assets of Millmaster Onyx Divi- 
sion of Kewanee Industries, Inc. 

(9) Adventist Health System North, Inc.'s 
proposed acquisition of all assets of 
Glendale Heights Community Hospital. 


Nov. 12, 1982. 


For further information contact: 
Patricia A. Foster, Compliance 
Specialist, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 
301, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580, (202) 523-3894. 


By direction of the Commission. 
Carol M. Thomas, 
Secretary. 





Transaction 


(1) Beneficial Corporation's proposed ac- | Nov. 5, 1982. 
quisition of certain voting securities of 
intraWest Financial Corporation. 

(2) Tosco Corporation's proposed acquisi- 
tion of all voting securities of AZL Re- 
sources, Inc.. 

(3) Tosco Corporation's proposed acquis- 
tion of certain voting securities of AZL 
Resources, Inc.. 

(4) Gulf & Western Industries, Inc.'s pro- 
posed acquistion of certain voting securi- 
ties of Hammermill Paper Company. 

(5) Royal insurance PLC’s proposed ac- 
quistion of all voting securities of Milbank 
Mutual Insurance Company. 


Nov. 4, 1982. 


(6) Combined International Corporation's | Nov. 9, 1982. 
proposed acquisition of all voting securi- 


For further information contact: 
Patricia A. Foster, Compliance 
Specialist, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 
301, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580, (202) 523-3894. 


By direction of the Commission. 
Carol M. Thomas, 
Secretary. 


all voting securities of Queen City Sav- 
ings and Loan Association. 

(2) HealthWest Foundation’s proposed ac- 
quisition of all assets of La Paima Medi- 
cal Development. 

(3) Thomas E. Nevis and Samuel A. Nevis’ 
proposed acquisition of all voting securi- 
ties of Pacific International Rice Mills, inc. 

(4) Jones International, Ltd.'s proposed ac- 
quisition of certain assets of Oak Indus- 
tries, Inc. 

(5) Western Union Corporation’s proposed 
acquisition of all voting securities of E. F. 
Johnson Company. 

(6) United Telecommunications, inc.'s pro- 
posed acquisition of all yoting securities 
of Aero-Flow Dynamics, fic. 

(7) Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance 
Company's proposed acquisition of all 
assets of The Standard of America Fi- 
nancial Corporation and all voting securi- 
ties of Standard of America Life insur- 
ance Company. 

(8) Macfield Texturing, Inc.'s proposed ac- 
quisition of all voting securities of E. T. 
Holding, Inc. 

(9) Control Data Corporation's proposed 
acquisition of all voting securities of Cen- 
trai Savings Association. 

(10) Corporate Property investor's pro- 
posed acquisition of ali assets of Aurora 
Mail Associates. 

(11) Masco Corporation's proposed acquisi- 
tion of all voting securities of Marvel 
Metal Products Company. 


For further information contact: 
Patricia A. Foster, Compliance 
Specialist, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 
301, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580, (202) 523-3894. 


By direction of the Commission. 
Carol M. Thomas, 
Secretary. 


(1) Transamerica Corporation's proposed | Nov. 15, 1982. 
acquisition of voting securities of Fred S. 
James & Company, inc. 





53502 


For further information contact: 
Patricia A. Foster, Compliance 
Specialist, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 
301, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580, (202) 523-3894. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Carol M. Thomas, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32376 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Office of Human Development 
Services 


Federal Allotments to States for Social 
Services Expenditures Pursuant to the 
Title XX—Social Services Block Grant 

Act; Promulgation for Fiscal Year 1984 


AGENCY: Office of Program Coordination 
and Review, Office of Human 
Development Services, HHS. 

ACTION: Notification of Allocation of 
Title XX—Social Services Block Grant 
Allotments for Fiscal Year 1984. 


SUMMARY: This issuance sets forth the 


individual allotments to States for Fiscal 
Year 1984 pursuant to Title XX of the 
Social Security Act, as amended. The 
allotments to the States published 
herein are based upon the authorization 
set forth in Section 2003 of the Act and 
are contingent upon congressional 
appropriations actions for the fiscal 
year. If the Congress enacts and the 
President approves an amount different 
from the authorization, the allotments 
would be adjusted proportionately. 

FOR FURTHF:R INFORMATION CONTACT: 
HDS Regional Administrators. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
2003 of the Social Security Act 
authorizes $2.5 billion for Fiscal Year 
1984 and provides that it be allocated as 
follows: 

(1) Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, and the Northern Mariana 
Islands each receive an amount which 
bears the same ratio to $2.5 billion as its 
allocation for Fiscal Year 1981 bore to 
$2.9 billion; 

(2) The remainder of the $2.5 billion is 
allotted to each State in the same 
proportion as that State’s population is 
to the population of all States, based 
upon the most recent data available 
from the Department of Commerce. 

For Fiscal Year 1984, the allotments 
are based upon the Bureau of the 
Census population statistics contained 
in its publication “Current Population 
Reports” (Series P-25, No. 913, issued 
May 1982), which is the most recent 


satisfactory data available from the 
Department of Commerce at this time as 
to the population of each State and of all 
States. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: These allotments shall 
be effective October 1, 1983. 


FY 1984 FEDERAL ALLOTMENTS TO 
STATES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES—TITLE 
XX BLOCK GRANTS 


Block grants 


Alabama 
Alaska 


Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 


Michigan. 
Minnesota.... 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 


New Hampshire.. 
New Jersey 

New Mexico. 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania... 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee. 
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Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Michio Suzuki, 
Acting Director, Office of Program 
Coordination and Review. 
Approved: November 19, 1982. 
Dorcas R. Hardy, 
Assistant Secretary for Human Development 
Services. 
[FR Doc. 82~32427 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4130-01-M 


Office of the Secretary 


Agency Forms Submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget for 
Clearance 


Each Friday the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) publishes a 
list of information collection packages it 
has submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
clearance in compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. Ch. 
35). The following are those packages 
submitted to OMB since the list was last 
published on November 19. 


Social Security Administration 


Subject: Quality Control in Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) and Quality Control in Adult 
Programs (Non-integrated forms) (SSA- 
4341/4342 {4-78))—Extension 

Respondents: Individuals or 
households 

Subject: Statement Regarding Support 
Contributions to Dependent Parents and 
Others Applying for Social Security 
Benefits (SSA-1783 (1-83))—Revision 

Respondents: Individuals 

Subject: Applications for Benefits 
Under the Federal Mine Safety and 
Health Act of 1977, as Amended 
(Widows Claim, Child's Claim, 
Dependent Claim) (SSA-47, 48, 49 (10- 
80))—Revisions 

Respondents: Individuals 

OMB Desk Officer: Milo Sunderhauf 


Health Care Financing Administration 


Subject: Inpatient Hospital and 
Skilled Nursing Facility Admission and 
Billing Form (HCFA-1453)—Revision 

Respondents: Hospitals and skilled 
nursing facilities which participate in 
Medicare 

Subject: Section 4440: State Medicaid 
Manual Revision: Home and Community 
Based Services Model Waiver Request 
(HCFA-382)—New 

Respondents: State Medicaid agencies 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello. 

Copies of the above information 
collection clearance packages can be 
obtained by calling the HHS Reports 
Clearance Officer on 202-245-6511. 
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Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collections should be sent 
directly to both the HHS Reports 
Clearance Officer and the appropriate 
OMB Desk Officer designated above at 
the following addresses: 

J. J. Strnad, HHS Reports Clearance 
Officer, Hubert H. Humphrey Building, 
Room 524-F, Washington, D.C. 20201 

OMB Reports Management Branch, New 
Executive Officer Building, Room 
3208, Washington, D.C. 20503, ATTN: 
(name of OMB Desk Officer). 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 

Dale W. Sopper, 

Assistant Secretary for Management and 

Budget. 

[FR Doc. 82-32288 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration 


[Docket No. D-82-685] 
Designating Order of Succession 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration, HUD. 
ACTION: Designation of Order of 
Succession. 


SUMMARY: This designation lists the 
order of officials to serve as Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Administration 
during any absence, disability, or 
vacancy in the position of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 12, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert C. Eisemann, Chief, Organization 
and Management Analysis Branch, 
Management Systems and Organization 
Division, Office of Organization and 
Management Information, Office of 
Administration, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, 451 7th Street 
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20410, (202) 426- 
1891. This is not a toll free number. 
Designation: During any period when, 
by reason of absence, disability, or 
vacancy in office, the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration is not 
available to exercise the powers and 
perform the duties of the Assistant 
Secretary, appointees to the positions 
listed below are authorized to act as 
Assistant Secretary and exercise all the 
powers, functions, and duties assigned 
to or vested in the Assistant Secretary. 
However, no official shall act as 
Assistant Secretary until all of the 
appointees listed before such official's 


title in this designation are unable to act 
by reason of absence, disability, or 
vacancy in office. 

1. Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Administration 

2. Director, Office of Budget 

3. Director, Office of Finance and 
Accounting 

4. Director, Office of Information 
Policies and Systems 

5. Director, Office of Personnel 

6. Director, Office of Procurement and 
Contracts 

7. Director, Office of Administrative 
Services 

8. Director, Office of Training 

In the event of a civil defense 
emergency declared or proclaimed by 
the President or by Concurrent 
Resolution of the Congress in 
accordance with Section 301 of the 
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (64 
Stat. 1251, 12 U.S.C. App. 2291) and none 
of the officials named above is able to 
act, appointees to the positions listed 
below are authorized to act as Assistant 
Secretary and exercise all powers, 
functions, and duties assigned to or 
vested in the Assistant Secretary. 
However, no official shall act as 
Assistant Secretary until all of the 
appointees listed before such official's 
title in this designation are unable to act 
by reason of absence, disability, or 
vacancy in office. 

1. Deputy Director, Office of Budget 

2. Deputy Director, Office of Finance 
and Accounting 

3. Deputy Director, Office of 
Information Policies and Systems 

4. Deputy Director, Office of Personnel 

5. Deputy Director, Office of 
Procurement and Contracts __ 

6. Deputy Director, Office of 
Administrative Services 
(Executive Order 11274, 31 FR 5243, 3 CFR; 
Sec. 7(d) of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Act, 42 U.S.C. 3535(d); 
Executive Order 11490, 34 FR 17567) 

Dated: November 12, 1982. 
Judith L. Tardy, 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 
[FR Doc. 82-32433 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-01-M 


Office of the Secretary 
[Docket No. D-82-688] 


New York Regional Office; Designation 
of Order of Succession 

AGENCY: Department of Housing & 
Urban Development. 

ACTION: Designation of order of 
succession. 


SUMMARY: Updates the designation of 
officials who may serve during the 


absence, disability, or vacancy in the 
position of the Regional Administrator. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This designation is 
effective October 28, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER.INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Leonard Feller, Director, 
Management and Budget Division, 
Office of Regional Administration, New 
York Regional Office, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 26 
Federal Plaza, N.Y., N.Y. 10278, (264— 
4078) (This is not a toll-free number). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Designation 


~ Each of the officials appointed to the 
following positions, and the official 
named below, are designated to serve as 
Acting Regional Administrator during 
the absence, disability, or vacancy in 
the position of the Regional 
Administrator with all the powers, 
functions, and duties redelegated or 
assigned to the Regional Administrator. 
Provided, that no official is authorized 
to serve as Acting Regional 
Administrator unless all preceding listed 
officials in this designation are 
unavailable to act by reason of absence, 
disability, or vacancy in the position: 

1. Deputy Regional Administrator. 

2. George M. Beaton. 

3. The Director, Office of Regional 
Administration. 

4. Regional Counsel. 

5. Regional Director of Program 
Coordination. 

6. The Director, Office of Regional 
Housing. 

7. The Director, Office of Community 
Planning and Development. 

8. The Director, Office of Fair Housing 
and Equal Opportunity. 

This designation supersedes the 
designation effective April 4, 1982. 
(Delegation of Authority by the Secretary 
effective October 1, 1970, 36 FR 3389, 
February 23, 1971) 

Joseph D. Monticciolo, 

Regional Administrator, Region II. 
[FR Doc. 82-32440 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management 
[CA 10936] 


California; Sale of Public Lands in 
Amador County, Calif.; Realty Action; 
Sale Cancelled 

The Notice of Realty Action published 
in the Federal Register on Thursday, 
October 21, 1982, at pages 46891-46892, 
is hereby cancelled. The following 
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described lands were to be sold on 
December 20, 1982: 
Mount Diablo Meridian, California 
T.6N.,R.12E., 

Sec. 3; Tract 52A, Tract 52B, Tract 52C, and 

Tract 52D; 

Containing 8.06 acres. 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Eleanor K. Wilkinson, z 
Chief, Lands and Locatable Minerals Section 
Branch of Lands and Minerals Operations. 
[FR Doc. 82-32356 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[NM 52786] 


New Mexico; Coal Lease Offering 


November 19, 1982. 

U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
New Mexico State Office, P.O. Box 1449, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501. 

Notice is hereby given that certain 
coal resources in the tract described 
below in McKinley County, New 
Mexico, will be offered for competitive 
lease by sealed bid in accordance with 
the provisions of the Minerals Lands 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seg.) The tract will be 
leased to the qualified bidder of the 
highest cash amount, provided that the 
high bid for the tract equals or exceeds 
the fair market value of the tract as 
determined by the authorized officer 
after the sale. The minimum bid for the 
tract is $100.00 per acre, or fraction 
thereof. No bid that is less than $100.00 
per acre, or fraction thereof, will be 
considered. 

If identical high sealed bids are 
received, the tying high bidders will be 
asked to submit follow-up sealed bids 
until a single high bid is received. All 
tie-breaking sealed bids must be 
submitted within 5 minutes following the 
authorized officer’s announcement at 
the sale that identical high bids have 
been received. 

This proposed lease sale is a result of 
an emergency coal lease application 
(NM 52786) filed by Carbon Coal 
Company in accordance with 43 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 3425.1-4. 

The sale will be held at 10:00 a.m., 
local time, December 14, 1982, in Room 
1009, Conference Room, Bureau of Land 
Management on the first floor of the 
Joseph M. Montoya Federal Building and 
U.S. Post Office, located on South 
Federal Place, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

All sealed bids must be submitted on 
or before 10:00 a.m., local time, 
December 14, 1982, to the Cashier, Room 
3031, Bureau of Land Management, New 
Mexico State Office, on the third floor of 
the Joseph M. Montoya Federal Building 


and U.S. Post Office, at the address 
shown above. Bids received after 10:00 
a.m., December 14, 1982, will not be 
considered. 

Coal Offered: The coal resource to be. 
offered consists of all the recoverable 
coal in the Gibson Coal Member of the 
Crevasse Canyon Formation, minable by 
surface methods; in the following 
described land, located in McKinley 
County, New Mexico, approximately 6 
miles northwest of the town of Gallup: 


T. 15 No., R. 19 W., NMPM, New Mexico 
Sec. 4: Lots 1 and 2, S4NE% 
Containing 160.29 acres. 


The estimated total recoverable 
strippable reserves are 483,000 tons and 
are contained within ten coal beds. The 
average quality of the coal beds is as 
follows (as received): 10,252 Btu per 
pound, 0.58 percent sulfur and 12.55 
percent ash. The average thickness of 
the individual coal beds ranges from 1.3 
to 3.3 feet and the area underlain by 
surface minable coal is approximately 
24.2 acres. 

Rental and Royalty: A lease issued as 
a result of this offering will provide for 
payment of an annual rental of $3.00 per 
acre, or fraction thereof, and a royalty 
payable to the United States of 12.5 
percent of the value of the coal shall be 
determined in accordance with 30 CFR 
211.63. 

Notice of Availability: Bidding 
instructions are included in the Detailed 
Statement of the Lease Sale. A copy of 
the Statement and of the proposed coal 
lease are available at the BLM New 
Mexico State Office, Room 3031, at the 
address given above. All case file 
documents and written comments 
submitted by the public on Fair Market 
Value or royalty rates, except those 
portions identified as proprietary by the 
commentor and meeting exemptions 
stated in the Freedom of Information 
Act, are also available for public 
inspection at the aforementioned Room 
3031, BLM New Mexico State Office in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. 


Monte G. Jordan, 
Associate State Director. 


[FR Doc. 82-32348 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[NM 50410 OK] 
New Mexico; Coal Lease Offering 


U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)}, 
New Mexico State Office, P.O. Box 1449, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501. 

Notice is hereby given that certain 
coal resources in the tract described 
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below in LeFlore County, Oklahoma, 
will be offered for competitive lease by 
sealed bid in accordance with the 
provisions of the Minerals Lands 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.). The tract will be 
leased to the qualified bidder of the 
highest cash amount, provided that the 
high bid for the tract equals or exceeds 
the fair market value of the tract as 
determined by the authorized officer 
after the sale. The minimum bid for the 
tract is $100.00 per acre, or fraction 
thereof. No bid that is less than $100.00 
per acre, or fraction thereof, will be 
considered. 

If identical high sealed bids are 
received, the tying high bidders will be 
asked to submit followup sealed bids 
until a single high bid is received. All 
tie-breaking sealed bids must be 
submitted within 5 minutes following the 
authorized officer’s announcement at 
the sale that identical high bids have 
been received. 

The Bureau of Land Management 
cancelled the Oklahoma Subregion of | 
the Western Interior Coal Production 
Region and designated federal coal 
reserves in Oklahoma open to lease by 
application in accordance with 43 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3425.1-5 
Federal Register, Vol. 46 No. 157, pp. 
41218-41219, August 14, 1981). This 
proposed lease sale is a result of such 
an application (NM 50410 OK), filed by 
HFCO Incorporated. 

The sale will be held at 10:00 a.m. 
local time, December 14, 1982, in Room 
1009, Conference Room, Bureau of Land 
Management, on the first floor of the 
Joseph M. Montoya Federal Building and 
U.S. Post Office, located on South 
Federal Place, Santa, Fe, New Mexico. 

All sealed bids must be submitted on 
or before 10:00 a.m., local time, 
December 14, 1982, to the Cashier, Room 
3031, Bureau of Land Management, New 
Mexico State Office, on the third floor of 
the Joseph M. Montoya Federal Building 
and U.S. Post Office, at the address 
shown above. Bids received after 10:00 
a.m., December 14, 1982, will not be 
considered. 

Coal Offered: The coal resource to be 
offered consists of all the recoverable 
coal, minable by surface methods, in the 
following described land, located in 
LeFlore County, Oklahoma, 7 miles 
northwest of the town of Spiro and 1 
mile southwest of the community of 
Tucker: 


T.9N., 24E., Indian Meridian, Oklahoma 
Sec. 3: Lot 1 (NE%NE%), SW%NEX, 
NW4*%SEX%XNE%, NW 4NWYSEX% 
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Excluding therefrom the area within 
100 feet of either side of Cache Creek, 
covering approximately 1.5 acres. 

The area to be leased contains 
approximately 98.29 acres and the 
estimated total recoverable strippable 
reserves are 89,800 tons. 

The proposed lease area is underlain 
by the Cameron Sandstone Member and 
shale member of the McAlester 
Formation, Des Moines Series, 
Pennsylvania System. The Stigler coal 
bed occurs near the base of the shale 
member, averages 1.3 feet thick and lies 
at strippable depths of less than 70 feet 
over approximately 48 acres on the 
proposed lease area. The Stigler coal is 
low to medium volatile bituminous and 
averages (as received) 13,000 Btu per 
pound, 2 percent sulfur and 6 to 12 
percent ash. 

Qualified Surface Owners: The 
surface of the land to be offered in this 
coal lease sale is owned by qualified 
surface owners as defined in Section 714 
of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act (SMCRA) of 1977 and 
43 CFR 3400.0 0-5(gg). The surface 
owners have consented to the surface 
mining of this land under transferrable 
consent agreements entered into, as 
lessors, with HFCO Inc., the applicant of 
this competitive sale, as lessee. The 
transferrable consent agreements satisfy 
the surface owner requirements of 
SMCRA and 43 CFR 3427. As one of the 
terms and conditions, the lessee under 
the agreement has agreed to pay the 
surface owners $2,500 per acre as 
surface damages for all of their land 
permitted and bonded for the mining 
operation. 

Rental and Royalty: A lease issued as 
a result of this offering will provide for 
payment of an annual rental of $3.00 per 
acre, or fraction thereof, and a royalty 
payable to the United States of 12.5 
percent of the value of the coal mined by 
surface mining methods. The value of 
the coal shall be determined in 
accordance with 30 CFR 211.63. 

Under the provisions of 43 CFR 
3473.3-2(d), the Department of the 
Interior may, after lease issuance, 
consider an application for a royalty 
reduction. A royalty reduction may be 
granted under the regulations if it is 
determined necessary in order to 
promote development or if the lease 
cannot be successfully operated under 
its terms. The Department does not 
guarantee that any application for a 
royalty reduction will be approved. 

Notice of Availability: Bidding 
instructions are included in the Detailed 
Statement of the Lease Sale. A copy of 
the Statement and of the proposed coal 
lease are available at the BLM New 


Mexico State Office, Room 3031, at the 
address given above and at the BLM 
Oklahoma Resource Area Office, Alfred 
P. Murrah Federal Building, Room 548, 
200 N.W. Fifth Street, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma 73102. All case file 
documents and written comments 
submitted by the public on Fair Market 
Value or royalty rates, except those 
portions identified as proprietary by the 
commentor and meeting exemptions 
stated in the Freedom of Information 
Act, are also available for public 
inspection at the aforementioned Room 
3031. BLM New Mexico State Office in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

Monte G. Jordan, 

Associate State Director. 

[FR Doc. 82-32349 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[SAC 075323] 


California; Termination of Proposed 
Withdrawal and Reservation of Land 


November 17, 1982. 

Notice of Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. 
Department of the Interior, application 
SAC 075323 for withdrawal and 
reservation of the following described 
land lying within the Shasta Trinity 
National Recreation Area from the 
mining laws (30 U.S.C. Ch. 2), for 
construction of Trinity reservoir and 
road in connection with the Central 


Valley Project was published as FR Doc. 


63-4052 on page 3787 of the issue of 
April 18, 1963, and republished as FR 
Doc. 78-9839 on pages 15502 and 15503 
of the issue of April 13, 1978. The 
applicant has withdrawn its application 
in its entirety. 

Mount Diablo Meridian 

T. 33 N., R. 8 W., 

Sec. 18, EANE%NEX. 

The area described aggregates 20 acres in 
Trinity County, California. 

Therefore, pursuant to the regulations 
contained in 43 CFR 2310.2-1, these 
lands shall immediately be relieved of 
the segregative effect of the above 
mentioned application. 

Walter F. Holmes, 

Chief, Branch of Lands and Minerals 
Operations. 

[FR Doc. 82-32355 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[Serial No. |-5524] 


Idaho; Termination of Proposed 
Withdrawal and Reservation of Lands 


November 18, 1982. 
Notice of an application, serial 


number I-5524, for withdrawal and 
reservation of lands was published as 
FR Doc. No. 72-12325 on page 15944 of 
the issue for August 8, 1972. The 
applicant agency has cancelled its 
application insofar as it involved the 
lands described below. Therefore, 
pursuant to the regulations contained in 
43 CFR, Subpart 2091, such lands will be 
at 10:00 a.m. on December 27, 1982 ° 
relieved of the segregative effect of the 
above-mentioned application. 

The lands involved in this notice of 
termination are: 


Boise National Forest 


Lowman Reserach Natural Area—Boise 
Meridian 
T.8N.,R.7E., 

Sec. 2, W% of lot 4, NW%SWYNW4; 

Sec. 3, lots 1,2,3, EX of lot 4, S4NE%, 
NE%SWYNWi, SEXNW%, NEXSWi, 
N4¥NXSEX. 

T.9N.,R.7E., 

Sec. 34, WK¥SWX%NEX, SEXSW 4NEX, 
SXNWY4NW, SENW%, EXWKSWY, 
EXSW%, W¥NEX%XSEX, W¥SEX, 
SEX%SE%. 

The areas described total 770.86 acres. 


Bear Creek Research Natuarl Area—Boise 
Meridian 
T.10N., R.10E., 

Sec. 24, S4NEXSW%, NEXSWYSW%, 
S4SWYSW, SEXSWK, WKNEXSEX, 
WXSEX, SEXSEX; 

Sec. 25, N¥%, NEXSW%, N4NWYSWi, 
WXNEXSEX, NWXSEX; 

Sec. 26, NEXNE%NEX%, S¥NEYNEX, 
EXSE%NE%, N4ANWX%SEXNEX, 
SEXNW*%SEXNEX, NEXSWYSEXNEX, 
S4SW 4SEXNEX, NEXNEXSEX, 
EXNWXNEXSEX. 

The areas described aggregate 1,520,86 acres 
in Boise County. 

William E. Ireland, 

Acting Chief, Branch of L&M Operations. 

[FR Doc. 82-32350 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Relocation of idaho State Office, 
Boise, Idaho; Correction 


This document corrects the mailing 
address contained in the notice 
published November 12, 1982, (47 FR 
51231-51232). 

The zip code should be changed from 
83702 to 83706. 

Dated: November 18, 1982. 

Louis B. Bellesi, 
Acting State Director. 


[FR Doc. 82-32351 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 





53506 


[NM 54144] 


New Mexico; Legal Notice 


November 19, 1982. 

United States Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501. This 
document amends a legal notice that 
appeared at page 46890 in the Federal 
Register of Thursday, October 21, 1982 
(47 FR 46890). The action is necessary to 
make changes in the land description 
due to an amendment filed by the 
applicant. The lands now included in the 
application are located in McKinley 
County, New Mexico and are described 
as follows: 


T. 17 N., R. 11 W., NMPM, New Mexico 
Sec. 1: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S4N¥%, S%; 
Sec. 2: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S4N%, S%; 
Sec. 3: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S4N%, S%; 
Sec. 4: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S4N%, S%; 
Sec. 5: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S4N%, S%; 
Sec. 6: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4,5, S4NE%, SEXNW%, 

N&SEX; 
Sec. 8: NE%, NANW XK; 
Sec. 9: N4NEXK, NW; 
Sec. 10: NEX; 
Sec. 11: N%, NEXSEX%, S¥SEX%; 
Sec. 12: All; 
Sec. 13: All; 
Sec. 14: All; 
Sec. 15: NE%, N¥SE%,; 
Sec. 23: NE¥%, NEXNW%, NE%SEX,; 
Sec. 24: All. 

. 18 N., R. 12 W., NMPM, New Mexico 
Sec. 6: Lot 1, SEXNE%, EXSEY; 
Sec. 8: N%, NEXSW%,; 

Sec. 15: SWh; 

Sec. 17: SEYSE%, SEX; 

Sec. 19: SEX; 

Sec. 20: NE%, EXANW%, SW; 
Sec. 21: All; 

Sec. 22: All; 

Sec. 23: SWh; 

Sec. 26: All; 

Sec. 27: All; 

Sec. 28: All; 

Sec. 29: All; 

Sec. 30: Lots 1, 2, 3, E%, EXW%; 
Sec. 31: NEX; NEXNW %, NEX%SEX; 
Sec. 32: SW%, NW%SEX, S¥SEX; 
Sec. 33: Nk, NESW; 

Sec. 34: N¥; 

Sec. 35: N&. 

T. 18 N., R. 13 W., NMPM, New Mexico 
Sec. 22: NW%, Sk; 

Sec. 26: NE%, NEXNW\. 


Containing 15,998.10 acres. 


Any party electing to participate in 
this exploration program shall notify in 
writing, both the State Director, Bureau 
of Land Management, P.O. Box 1449, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 and 
Boulder Exploration Group, Inc., 885 
Arapahoe Street, Boulder, Colorado 
80302. Such written notice must be 
received no later than 30 calendar days 
after the publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register. 

This proposed exploration program is 
for the purpose of determining the 


quality and quantity of the coal in the 
area and is fully described and will be 
conducted pursuant to an exploration 
plan to be approved by the Minerals 
Management Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management. A copy of 
exploration plan as submitted by 
Boulder Exploration Group, Inc., may be 
examined at the Bureau of Land 
Management State Office, Room 3031, 
Joseph M. Montoya Federal Building and 
U.S. Post Office, South Federal Place, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, and the Minerals 
Management Service, 411 N. Auburn 
Avenue, Farmington, New Mexico. 
Monte D. Jordan, 

Associate State Director. 

{FR Doc. 82-32347 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


New Mexico: Intent To Amend the 
Chaco Management Framework Pian 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of Intent to Amend the 
Chaco Management Framework Plan. 


SUMMARY: This notice is to advise the 
public ihat the Albuquerque District of 
the Bureau of Land Management will 
amend portions of the Chaco. 
Management Framework Plan (MFP). 
This action is in response to a request 
from Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company 
(SF) to exchange private coal lands for 
federal coal lands in McKinley County, 
New Mexico. The MFP amendment will 
assess the environmental and socio- 
economic impacts of the exchange 
proposal. The District Manager's 
decision is expected in April, 1983. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Albuquerque District will amend 
portions of the Chaco MFP in response 
to a request from Santa Fe Pacific 
Railroad Company (SF) to exchange 
private coal lands in or near the Lee 
Ranch West, Lee Ranch East, Divide, 
and Crownpoint East competitive coal 
lease tracts, for federal coal in the Lee 
Ranch Middle and Lee Ranch West 
competitive coal lease tracts. 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company 
proposes a coal-for-coal exchange of 
approximately 148,280 million tons of 
surface mineable coal reserves in the 
San Juan River Coal Region, for 
approximately 141,719 million tons of 
surface mineable federal coal reserves. 

The general locations and acreages 
involved are: ‘ 


SF offered coal lands: 
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Management decisions will be made 
based on the following criteria: the 
application of unsuitability criteria, coal 
values, the resolution of conflicts with 
existing MFP decisions, and an analysis 
of those values that could additionally 
be impacted by this coal exchange 
proposal. Background standards and 
procedures for this MFP amendment 
preparation are contained in 43 CFR 
Part 3400 and 43 CFR Part 1600. 

Anticipated issues include but are not 
limited to grazing, relocation, cultural 
resources, geology, socio-economics and 
soils. During the amendment process, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be 
conducted by staff specialists of the 
Albuquerque District. Disciplines to be 
represented include cultural resources, 
geology, hydrology, land uses, socio- 
economics, soils, recreation, wildlife, 
range, visual resource management, and 
paleontology. 

Public participation opportunities will 
be provided in the following ways: (1) A 
Federal Register notice will announce 
initiation of the amendment process; (2) 
A news release will appear in local 
newspapers, asking interested parties to 
identify issues of concern and impacts 
that should be addressed; (3) A notice of 
intent to amend the MFP will be sent to 
federal, state, and local governments 
that would be concerned with the plan 
or have land use regulatory authority in 
the vicinity of the proposed amendment, 
asking them to identify issues and 
concerns; (4) At the February 22, 1983 
scheduled meeting of the San Juan River 
Regional Coal Team, the need for the 
amendment will be presented; (5) A 
Federal Register notice will be published 
announcing the Decision of the District 
Manager. Protests will be received by 
the State Director for 30 days following 
that notice. The amendment may 
become final after protests are resolved. 

For further information, contact 


-Richard Watts, Bisti Project Supervisor, 


Bureau of Land Management, 
Farmington Resource Area Office, 900 
La Plata Highway, P.O. Box 568, 
Farmington, New Mexico 87401, phone 
(505) 325-3581. Documents relevant to 
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the planning process are available for 
public inspection at the above address. 


Dated: November 17, 1982. 
L. Paul Applegate, 
District Manager. 
[FR Doc. 82-32353 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


California Desert District, Tecopa Hot 
Springs; Closure of Public Land to 
Vehicle Parking and Overnight 
Camping 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Closure of public land to vehicle 
parking and overnight camping. 


summary: Notice is hereby given of the 
closure to vehicle parking and overnight 
camping on the following public lands: 


San Bernardino Base and Meridian 
T. 20N.,R.7E., 
All public lands in Section 4, 
All public lands in Section 9. 
T. 21N., R.7 E., 
N& of Section 19, S% of Section 28, 
All public lands in Section 29, 
All public lands in Section 32, 
NEX, N& of the NWX, and SW% of the 
NW of Section 33, W% of Section 34. 
The above aggregates 2,480 acres in Inyo 
County, California. 


Mineral claimants operating under an 
approved plan of operations and any 
other person using public lands under a 
valid BLM use authorization are exempt 
from these restrictions. 

The reasons for this closure are: 

1. To meet the requests of Inyo County 
officials and residents of Tecopa and 
Tecopa Hot Springs. 

2. To protect springs and surface 
water from pollution. 

3. To protect the health and safety of 
residents. 

Inyo County officials and residents of 
the towns of Tecopa and Tecopa Hot 
Springs have been concerned about the 
pollution and land-use problems 
associated with non-authorized long- 
term camping on public lands during the 
winter months by users of the Hot 
Springs. Sufficient camping and trailer 
spaces exist for such over-night use in 
nearby commercial and county trailer 
parks and campgrounds. 

The authority for this closure is 43 
U.S.C. 315a, 1181(a-c), 1201, 1701 et. seq.; 
16 U.S.C. 4601-6a, 670, 1281c; 43 CFR 
836.3, 8342.1; and E.O. 11644, as 
amended. 

DATE: This notice is effective upon 
publication and will remain in effect 
until a formal notice is published which 
opens the area. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Area Manager, Barstow Resource Area, 


831 Barstow Road, Barstow, California 
92311, or telephone (619) 256-3591. 


Dated: November 17, 1982. 
Wesley T. Chambers, 
Acting District Manager. 
[FR Doc. 82-32352 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[SAC 076301] 


California; Termination of Proposed 
Withdrawal and Reservation of Land 


November 17, 1982. 

Notice of Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. 
Department of the Interior, application 
SAC 076301 for withdrawal and 
reservation of the following described 
land lying within the Shasta Trinity 
National Recreation Area from the 
mining laws (30 U.S.C. Ch 2), for 
construction of Trinity River Division of 
the Central Valley Project was 
published as FR Doc 63-8520 on page 
8220 of the issue of August 9, 1963, and 
republished as FR Doc 78-8793 on page 
14135 of the issue of April 4, 1978. The 
applicant has withdrawn its application 
in its entirety. 


Mount Diablo Meridian 
T. 32 N., R. 6 W., 

Sec. 27, SEXSW 4YNW k\. 

The area described aggregates 
approximately 10 acres in Shasta County, 
California. 


Therefore, pursuant to the regulations 
contained 43 CFR 2310.2-1, these lands 
shall immediately be relieved of the 
segregative effect of the above 
mentioned application. 

Walter F. Holmes, 

Chief, Branch of Lands and Minerals 
Operations. 

(FR Doc. 82-32354 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


District Manager, Medford, Oregon; 
Redelegation of Authority 


Pursuant to the authority contained in 
Section 3.1 of Bureau Order No. 701, as 
amended, the following specific 
authorities delegated to the District 
Manager in the cited order are hereby 
redelegated to the Area Manager: 


Section 3.9—Land Use 

(m) Rights-of-way 

(0) Special land-use permits. 

The above authorities are to be 
performed in their respective areas of 
responsibility and in accordance with 
existing policies and regulations. 

This redelegation is effective 
December 1, 1982. 


Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Hugh R. Shera, 
District Manager. 
[FR Doc. 82-32416 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[INT DEIS 82-71] 


Draft Eugene Timber Management 
Environmental impact Statement; 
Availability of DEIS 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, the Department of the 
Interior has prepared a draft 
environmental impact statement for the 
Eugene EIS area. The proposal involves 
implementing a 10-year timber 
management plan on public lands in the 
Siuslaw and Upper Willamette 
Sustained Yield Units of the Eugene 
District in western Oregon. Public 
reading copies will be available for 
review at the following locations: 


Bureau of Land Management, Office of Public 
Affairs, 18th and C Streets NW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20240. 

Bureau of Land Management, Office of Public 
Affairs, 825 N.E. Multnomah St., Portland, 
OR 97208. 

Bureau of Land Management, Eugene District 
Office, 1255 Pear! Street, P.O. Box 10226, 
Eugene, Oregon 97440. 

Oregon State Library, State Library Building, 
Salem, OR 97310. 

Oregon State University Library, Government 
Document Section, Corvallis, OR 97331. 

Portland State University Library, 724 S.W. 
Morrison, Portland, OR 97201. 

University of Oregon Library, Government 
Document Section, Eugene, OR 97403. 

Lane Community College Library, 4000 E. 30th 
Ave., Eugene, OR 97405. 

Linn-Benton, Community College Library, 
Albany, OR 97321. 

Umpqua Community College Library, P.O. 
Box 956, Roseburg, OR 97470. 

Eugene Public Library, 100 West 13th Ave., 
Eugene, OR 97401. 

Springfield Public Library, 320 North A Street, 
Springfield, OR 97477. 

Cottage Grove Public Library, 40 S. 6th Street, 
Cottage Grove, OR 97424. 

Brownsville Public Library, 146 Spalding 
Ave., Brownsville, OR 97439. 

Florence City Library, 250 Highway 101 
North, Florence, OR 97439. 


A limited number of copies are 
available upon request from the Bureau 
of Land Management, Oregon State 
Office, or the Eugene District Office, at 
the above addresses. A workshop and 
an informal public meeting will be held 
during the review period to address 
questions and assist in the review 





process. Dates, locations and times will 
be announced prior to each meeting. 
Written comments on the DEIS will be 
accepted by the Eugene District 
Manager until January 24, 1983. 


Dated: November 5, 1982. 
Philip C. Hamilton, 
Acting Chief, Division of Resources. 
|FR Doc. 82-32378 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Automated Simultaneous and Gas 
Lease Applications 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of Requirement to 
Properly Complete Lease Applications. 


SUMMARY: This notice specifies to the 
public the requirement that all 
simultaneous oil and gas lease 
applications must be properly completed 
in a manner that does not prevent 
automated processing. Effective 
immediately, failure to properly 
complete an application shall result in 
its rejection. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lois Mason, Division of Oil, Gas and 
Geothermal (532); Bureau of Land 
Management; Washington, D.C. 20240; 
Telephone (202) 343-7753. 


SUMMARY INFORMATION: By notice in the 
Federal Register on November 12, 1981 
(46 FR 55783 et seq.), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) established a 
requirement that all applications filed on 
BLM Form 3112-6 and 3112-6(a) (OMB 
No. 1004-0065) for noncompetitive oil 
and gas leases issued by the automated 
simultaneous drawing system must be 
completed and received in a condition 
that the authorized officer determines 
would permit automated processing. 
This notice is hereby published to 
draw direct emphasis to this 
requirement. Automated simultaneous 
oil and gas lease application forms 
3112-6 and 3112-6a which are folded, 
spindled, or otherwise mutilated, which 
are incorrectly completed in any 
manner, which indicate an improper or 
incomplete Social Security Number, 
Employer Identification Number, BLM 
Applicant Number or other 
identification number, which contain 
information on Part B (Form 3112-6a) 
that does not correctly correspond to 
information on Part A (Form 3112-6), 
which contain entries that are obscured 
by incomplete erasure, stray marks, tape 
or other foreign substances, or which in 
any other way prevent fully automated 
processing will be considered 
unacceptable. The public is hereby 
notified that effective immediately such 


applications shall be rejected without 

right of appeal or protest, and the 

nonrefundable filing fee shall be 

retained to cover processing costs. 
Dated: November 18, 1982. 

Arnold E. Petty, 

Acting Associate Director. 

[FR Doc. 82-32405 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


[OR 19736 (WASH)] 


Washington; Order Providing for 
Opening of National Forest Lands 


1. By order dated June 30, 1982, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
vacated the land withdrawal in its 
entirety for Power Project No. 1131 of 
December 17, 1930, as to the following 
described lands: 


Willamette Meridian 


Mt. Baker National Forest 
T. 39 N., R. 9 E., unsurveyed, 
Sec. 5, NSENWYNWYNWK; 
Sec. 6, That portion of the NEXNE% lying 
within project boundary. 
T. 40N., R. 9E., 
Sec. 31, Those portions of Lot 8 and 
SE¥%SE¥, lying within project boundary. 
The areas described aggregate 
approximately 6.00 acres in Whatcom 
County, Washington. 


2. The lands described in paragraph 1 
are included in Power Site Classification 
126 and Power Site Classification 316 
and remain withdrawn from operation 
of the public land laws generally. 

3. Under the authority delegated by 
Bureau of Land Management Order No. 
701 dated July 23, 1964 (29 FR 10526), as 
amended, it is ordered that at 9:30 a.m., 
on January 3, 1983, the lands described 
in paragraph 1, will be open to location 
under the United States mining laws 
subject to the provisions of the Act of 
August 11, 1955 (69 Stat. 682; 30 U.S.C. 
621). The lands have been and continue 
to be open to applications and offers 
under the mineral leasing laws. 

Dated: November 13, 1982. 

David E. Sinclair, 

Acting Chief, Branch of Lands and Minerals 
Operations, 

[FR Doc. 82-32415 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-64-M 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


Information Collection Submitted for 
Review 


The proposal for the collection of 
information listed below has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget for approval under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
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Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). Copies of the 
proposed information collection 
requirement and related forms and 
explanatory material may be obtained 
by contacting the Service’s clearance 
officer at the phone number listed 
below. Comments and suggestions on 
the requirement should be made directly 
to the Service clearance officer and the 
Office of Management and Budget 
reviewing official, Mr. Rick Otis, at 202- 
395-7340, 

Title: Application for Federal Assistance 
and attachments, to document proposals for 
grant funding 

Form Number: (SF) 424 

Frequency: On occasion 

Description of Respondents: State fish and 
wildlife agencies 

Annual Responses: 200 

Annual Burden Hours: 8,000 

Service Clearance Officer: Arthur J. 
Ferguson, 202-653-7499 
Ronald E. Lambertson, 

Associated Director-Federal Assistance. 
November 18, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32413 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-55-M 


Minerals Management Service 


Superior Oil Co.; Oil and Gas and 
Sulphur Operations in the Outer 
Continental Shelf 


AGENCY: Minerals Management Service. 


ACTION: Notice of the Receipt of a 
Proposed Development and Production 
Plan. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that 
the Superior Oil Company has submitted 
a Development and Production Plan 
describing the activities it proposes to 
conduct on Lease OCS-G 4270, Block 
243, South Marsh Island Area, offshore 
Louisiana. 

The purpose of this Notice is to inform 
the public, pursuant to Section 25 of the 
OCS Lands Act Amendments of 1978, 
that the Minerals Management Service 
is considering approval of the Plan and 
that it is available for public review at 
the Office of the Regional Manager, Gulf 
of Mexico OCS Region, Minerals 
Management Service, 3301 North 
Causeway Blvd., Room 147, Metairie, 
Louisiana. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Minerals Management Service, Public 
Records, Room 147, open weekdays 9 
a.m. to 3:30 p.m., 3301 North Causeway 
Blvd., Metairie, Louisiana 70002, Phone 
(504) 837-4720, Ext. 226. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Revised 
rules governing practices and 
procedures under which the Minerals 
Management Service makes information 
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contained in Dev and 
Production Plans available to affected 
States, executives of affected local 
governments, and other interested 
parties became effective December 13, 
1979, (44 FR 53685). Those practices and 
procedures are set out in a revised 
§ 250.34 of Title 30 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

Dated: November 19, 1982. 
John L. Rankin, 2 
Acting Regional Manager, Gulf of Mexico, 
OCS Region. 
{FR Doc. 82-32409 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-31-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


[Ex Parte No. 387] 


Exemptions for Contract Tariffs 
AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notices of provisional 
exemptions. 


SUMMARY: Provisional exemptions are 


granted under 49 U.S.C. 10505 from the 
notice requirements of 49 U.S.C. 
10713{e}, and the below-listed contract 
tariffs may. become effective on one 
day's notice. These exemptions may be 
revoked if protests are filed. 

DATES: Protests are due within 15 days 
of publication in the Federal Register. 


ADDRESS: An original and 6 copies 
should be mailed to: Office of the 
Secretary, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20423. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Galloway (202) 275-7278 

or 
Tom Smerdon (202) 275-7277 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 30- 
day notice requirement is not necessary 
in these instances to carry out the 
transportation policy of 49 U.S.C. 10101a 
or to protect shippers frorn abuse of 
market power; moreover, the transaction 
is of limited scope. Therefore, we find 
that the exemption requests meet the 
requirements of 49 U.S.C. 10505(a) and 
are granted subject to the following 
conditions: 


These grants neither shall be construed to 
mean that the Commission has approved the 
contrac: ; fer purposes of 49 U.S.C. 10713(e) 
not that the Commission is deprived of 
jurisdiction to institute a proceeding on its 
own initiative or on complaint, to review 
these contracts and to determine their 
lawfulness. 





| Missouri Pacific Railroad | 
| Co., ICC-MP-C-0189 


0379, and 0380 (grain 
or oil seeds). 
| The Baltimore and Ohio 


C0088 (manganese 
ore). 

| Missouri-Kansas-Texas 
Railroad Co., 1CC- 
MKT-C-01 19, 

| Supplement 3 (corn, 

| grain sorghums, 

| soybeans, and wheat), 
| via the ports of 

| Galveston and 
Houston, TX 

405 | Southern Pacific 

| Transportation Co., 

} ('CC-SP-C-0261 





(soybean meal) 
Chicago and North 
| Western 
| Transportation Co., 
| ICC-CNW-C-0377 
(grain or oil seeds) 
Chicago and North 
| Western 
Transportation Co.. 
ICC-CNW-C-0376 


Sania Fe Railway Co., | 
ICC-ATSF-C-C0144 | 
(wheat grain mill feed) 
410 | Consolidated Rail Corp. 
ICC-CR-C-0229 

(scrap iron or steel): 








+ 


* Review Board No. 1, Members Parker, Chandler, and 


Fortier. Review Board No. 2, Members 
and Ewing. Member Carleton not participating. Review Board 

No. 3. Members Krock, Se and Dowell. 
* Review Board Members Parker, Chandler, and 
Fortier. Member Pusher ae ——_ Review Board No. 
Krock, Joyce, and . Member Krock not 


participating. 

This action will not significantly affect 
the quality of the human environment or 
conservation of energy resources. 

(49 U.S.C. 10505) 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 82-321 45 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


intent To Engage in Compensated 


Intercorporate Hauling Operations 
This is to provide notice as required 

by 49 U.S.C. 10524(b)(1) that the named 

corporations intend to provide or use 


compensated intercorporate hauling 
operations as authorized in 49 U.S.C. 
10524{b). 

1. Parent and address of 
principal office: Cone Mills Corporation, 
1201 Maple St., Greensboro, NC 27405. 

2. Wholly-owned subsidiary which 
will participate in the operations, and 
State of incorporation: Ragan Hardware 
Company, a North Carolina corporation. 

1. Parent corporation: Merchants 
Distributors, Inc., P.O. Box 2148, 
Hickory, NC 28601. 

2. Wholly-owned subsidiary which 
will participate in the operation and 
State of incorporation: Merchants 
Transport of Hickory, Inc., 543 12th 
Street Drive, NW., Hickory, NC 28603. 

State of incorporation: North Carolina. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32338 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-@ 


Motor Carriers; Decision-Notice; 
Finance Applications 


The following applications, filed on or 
after July 3, 1980, seek approval to 
consolidate, purchase, merge, lease 
operating rights and properties, or 
acquire control of motor carriers 
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 11343 or 11344. 
Also, applications directly related to 
these motor finance applications (such 
as conversions, gateway eliminations, 
and securities issuances) may be 
involved. 

The applications are governed by 49 
CFR 1182.1 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice. See Ex Parte 55 (Sub—No. 44), 
Rules Governing Applications Filed By 
Motor Carriers Under 49 U.S.C. 11344 
and 11349, 363 LC.C. 740 (1981). These 
rules provide among other things, that 
opposition to the granting of an 
application must be filed with the 
Commission in the form of verified 
statements within 45 days after the date 
of notice of filing of the application is 
published in the Federal Register. 
Failure seasonably to oppose will be 
construed as a waiver of opposition and 
participation in the proceeding. If the 
protest includes a request for oral 
hearing, the request shall meet the 
requirements of Rule 242 of the special 
rules and shall include the certification 
required. 

Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR 1182.2. A copy of any 


. application, together with applicant's 


supporting evidence, can be obtained 
from any applicant upon request and 
payment to applicant of $10.00, in 
accordance with 49 CFR 1182.2(d). 
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Amendments to the request for 
authority will not be accepted after the 
date of this publication. However, the 
Commission may modify the operating 
authority involved in the application to 
conform to the Commission's policy of 
simplifying grants of operating authority. 

We find, with the exception of those 
applications involving impediments (e.g., 
jurisdictional problems, unresolved 
fitness questions, questions involving 
possible unlawful control, or improper 
divisions of operating rights) that each 
applicant has demonstrated, in 
accordance with the applicable 
provisions of 49 U.S.C. 11301, 11302, 
11343, 11344, and 11349, and with the 
Commission’s rules and regulations, that 
the proposed transaction should be 
authorized as stated below. Except 
where specifically noted this decision is 
neither a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment nor does it appear 
to qualify as major regulatory action 
under the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
protests as to the finance application or 
to any application directly related 
thereto filed within 45 days of 
publication (or, if the application later 
becomes unopposed), appropriate 
authority will be issued to each 
applicant (unless the application 
involves impediments) upon compliance 
with certain requirements which will be 
set forth in a notification of 
effectiveness of this decision-notice. To 
the extent that the authority sought 
below may duplicate an applicant's 
existing authority, the duplication shall 
not be construed as conferring more 
than a single operating right. 

Applicant(s) must comply with all 
conditions set forth in the grant or 
grants of authority within the time 
period specified in the notice of 
effectiveness of this decision-notice, or 
the application of a non-complying 
applicant shall stand denied. 


Dated: November 19, 1982. 

By the Commission, Heber P. Hardy, 
Director Office of Proceedings. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

MC-F-14984, filed October 27, 1982. 
SONS TRANSPORTATION CO., INC. (3 
Waring Circle, Worcester, MA 01609)— 
purchase (portion)—WILSON FREIGHT 
COMPANY (Wilson) (Debtor in 
Possession) (640 Northland Blvd., 
Cincinnati, OH 45240) (Abraham Sack, 
Assignor). Representatives: James C. 
Hardman, Suite 2108, 33 N. LaSalle 
Street, Chicago, IL 60602; and Fritz R. 
Kahn, Suite 1100, 1660 L Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20036. SonS seeks 


authority to purchase a portion of the 
interstate operating rights of Wilson. 
Richard A. Seder and Norman D. Sirk, 
stockholders of SonS, seek authority to 
acquire control of said rights through the 
transaction. SonS is not a carrier but is 
affiliated with Kenmore Transportation 
Co., Inc., a motor common carrier 
operating under MC-59720. SonS seeks 
authority to purchase a portion of 
transferor’s authority set forth in 
Certificate No. MC-13123 and MC~13123 
(Sub-Nos. 36, 53, 57, 58, 67, 98, and 103). 
This authority constitutes package 
numbers W-4, S-7, and S-8 sold by 
order of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court. This 
authority authorizes the transportation 
of general commodities, over a series of 
regular routes, serving specified 
intermediate and off-route points within 
CT, DE, KY, ME, MD, MA, NH, NJ, NY, 
NC, OH, PA, RI, TN, VA, WV, and DC; 
and over irregular routes, general 
commodities and specified 
commodities, including, but not limited 
to, paper and paper products, new 
furniture, iron and steel wire, and flat 
glass and glass glazing units, within 
specified points in AR, CT, DE, IL, IN, 
IA, KS, KY, ME, MD, MA, MI, MO, NH, 
NJ, NY, NC, OH, OK, PA, RI, TN, VT, 
VA, WV, WI, and DC. 

[FR Doc. 82-32337 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[OP 5-256] 


Motor Carriers; Finance Applications; 
Decision Notice 


As indicated by the findings below, 
the Commission has approved the 
following applications filed under 49 
U.S.C. 10924, 10926, 10931 and 10932. 

We find: 

Each transaction is exempt from 
section 11343 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, and complies with the 
appropriate transfer rules. 

This decision is neither a major 
Federal significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment nor a 
major regulatory action under the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 
1975. 

Petitions seeking reconsideration must 
be filed within 20 days from the date of 
this publication. Replies must be filed 
within 20 days after the final date for 
filing petitions for reconsideration; any 
interested person may file and serve a 
reply upon the parties to the preceeding. 
Petitions which do not comply with the 
relevant transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132.4 
may be rejected. 

If petitions for reconsideration are not 
timely filed, and applicants satisfy the 
conditions, if any, which have been 
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imposed, the application is granted and 
they will receive an effective notice. The 
notice will recite the compliance 
requirements which must be met before 
the transferee may commence 
operations. 

Applicants must comply with any 
conditions set forth in the following 
decision-notices within 20 days after 
publication, or within any approved 
extension period. Otherwise, the 
decision-notice shall have no further 
effect. 

If is ordered: 

The following applications are 
approved, subjects to the conditions 
stated in the publication, and further 
subject to the administrative 
requirements stated in the effective 
notice to be issued hereafter. 


By the Commission, Review Board 
November 3, Members Krock, Joyce, and 
Dowell. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

Please direct status inquiries to team 
5, (202) 275-7289. 

MC-FC-81008. By decision of 
November 12, 1982 issued under 49 
U.S.C. 10926 and the transfer rules at 49 
CFR Part 1132, Review Board Number 3 
approved the transfer to DONALD R. 
PENICK, doing business as DOUBLE 
EAGLE TRUCKING CO., of Onalaska, 
WA, of Certificates Nos. MC-142809, 
MC-142809 (Sub-No. 1), and MC-142809 
(Sub.No. 2), and Permit No. MC-140407 
(Sub-No, 1), issued to DONALD PENICK 
AND HARVEY KEENAN, doing 
business as DOUBLE EAGLE 
TRUCKING, of Onalaska, WA, 
authorizing the following transportation: 
MC-142809, shakes, shingles, and 
ridgetrim, from those points in WA on 
and west of U.S. Hwy 97 to those points 
in CA north of the southern boundaries 
of Monterey, Fresno, and Inyo Counties. 

MC-142809 (Sub-1), of (1) pu/p, paper, 
and related products, and (2) food and 
related products, between points in CA, 
OR, WA. 

MC-142809 (Sub-2), of such 
commodities as are dealt in or used by 
manufacturers and distributors of 
mattresses, between points in Alameda 
County, CA, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points in OR and WA. 

MC-140407 (Sub-1), paint, dry wall 
joint compound, paint sundries, and 
materials used in the manufacture of 
paint and dry wall joint compound 
(except in bulk), (a) between San Carlos, 
CA, and Kirkland, WA, and (b) from San 
Carlos, CA, to Portland, OR, and 
Vancouver, Olympic, Kent, and Tacoma, 
WA, restricted to the transportation of 
shipments moving between facilities of 
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Kelly-Moore Paint Company, Inc., under 
continuing contract{s) with Kelly-Moore 

Paint Company, Inc., of San Carlos, CA. 

Representative: George R. LaBissoniere, 

15 S. Grady Way, Suite 239, Renton, WA 
98055. 

[FR Doc. 8282336 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Motor Carriers; Permanent Authority 
Decisions; Decision-Notice 

The following applications, filed on or 
after February 9, 1981, are governed by 
49 CFR 1160.1-1160.23 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice. These 
rules were published in the Federal 
Register on December 31, 1980, at 45 FR 
86771 and redesignated at 47 FR 49583, 
November 3, 1982. For compliance 
procedures, refer to the Federal Register 
issue of December 3, 1980, at 45 FR 
80109. 

Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR 1160.40—1160.49. Applications 
may be protested only on the grounds 
that applicant is not fit, willing and able 
to provide the transportation service or 
to comply with the appropriate statutes 
and Commission regulations. A copy of 
any application, including all supporting 
evidence, can be obtained from 
applicant's representative upon request 
and payment to applicant's 
representative of $10. 

Amendments to the request for 
authority are not allowed. Some of the 
applications may have been modified 
prior to publication to conform to the 
Comission’s policy of simplifying grants 
of operating authority. 

Findings 

With the exception of those 
applications involving duly noted 
problems (e.g., unresloved common 
control, fitness, water carrier dual 
operations, or jurisdictional questions) 
we find, preliminarily, that each 
applicant has demonstrated a public 
need for the proposed operations and 
that it is fit, willing, and able to perform 
the service proposed, and to conform to 
the requirements of Title 49, Subtitle IV, 
United States Code, and the 
Commission's regulations. This 
presumption shall not be deemed to 
exist where the applciation is opposed. 
Except where noted, this decision is 
neither a major Federal action 
siginificantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment nor a major 
regulatory action under the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
opposition in the form of verified 
statements filed on or before 45 days 
from date of publication (or, if the 


documents 
be issued to iauae with ana 
operations (except those with duly 
noted problems) and will remain in full 
effect only as long as the applicant 
maintains appropriate compliance. The 
unopposed applications involving new 
entrants will be subject to the issuance 
of an effective notice setting forth the 
compliance requirements which must be 
satisfied before the authority will be 
issued. Once this compliance is met, the 
authority will be issued. 

Within 60 days after publication an 
applicant may file a verified statement 
in rebuttal to any statement in 
opposition. 

To the extent that any of the authority 
granted may duplicate an applicant’s 
other authority, the duplication shall be 
construed as conferring only a single 
operating right. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

Note.—All applications are for authority to 
operate as a motor common carrier in 
interstate or foreign commerce over irregular 
routes, unless noted otherwise. Applications 
for motor contract carrier authority are those 
where service is for a named shipper “under 
contract.” 


For the following, please direct status 
inquiries to Team 1 at 202-275-7992. 


Volume No. OP1-205 


Decided: November 17, 1962. 


By the Commission, Review Board No. 1, 
Members Parker, Chandler, and Fortier. 


MC 164601, filed November 5, 1982. 
Applicant: ALASKA FREIGHT 
BROKERS, INC., SR 61243-A, Fairbanks, 
AK 99701. Representative: Patsy L. 
Wheatley (same address as applicant), 
(907) 488-2466. As a broker of general 
commodities (except household goods), 
between points in the U.S. {including AK 
and HI). 


For the following, please direct status 
inquiries to Team 5 at 202-275-7289. 


Volume. No. OP5-258 


Decided: November 12, 1982. 


By the Commission, Review Board No. 3, 
Members Krock, Joyce, and Dowell. 


MC 138069 (Sub-20), filed November 2, 
1982. Applicant: LUCIUS, INC., 8331 
Pontiac St., Commerce City, CO 80022. 
Representative: Lester G. Huskey (same 
address as applicant), (303) 289-2941. 
Transporting, for or on behalf of the 
United States Government, general 
commodities (except used household 
goods, hazardous or secret materials, 
and sensitive weapons and munitions), 


between points in the U.S. fexcept AK 
and Hi). 

[FR Doc. 82-32343 Filed 12-24-82: 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-81 


° 


Motor Carriers; Permanent Authority 
Decisions; Decision-Notice 


The following applications, filed on or 
after February 9, 1981, are governed by 
49 CFR 1160.1-1160.23 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice. These 
rules were published in the Federal 
Register of December 31, 1980, at 45 FR 
86771 and redesignated at 47 FR 49583, 
November 1, 1982. For compliance 
procedures, refer to the Federal Register 
issue of December 3, 1980, at 45 FR 
80109. 

Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR 1160.40-1160.49. A copy of any 
application, including all supporting 
evidence, can be obtained from 
applicant's representative upon request 
and payment to applicant's 
representative of $10. 

Amendments to the request for 
authority are not allowed. Some of the 
applications may have been modified 
prior to publication to conform to the 
Commission's policy of simplifying 
grants of operating authority. 


Findings: 

With the exception of those 
applications involving duly noted 
problems (e.g., unresolved common 
control, fitness, water carrier dual 
operations, or jurisdictional questions) 
we find, preliminarily, that each 
applicant has demonstrated a public 
need for the proposed operations and 
that it is fit, willing, and able to perform 
the service proposed, and to conform to 
the requirements of Title 49, Subtitle IV, 
United States Code, and the 
Commission's regulations. This 
presumption shall not be deemed to 
exist where the application is opposed. 
Except where noted, this decision is 
neither a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment nor a major 
regulatory action under the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
opposition in the form of verified 
statements filed on or before 45 days 
from date of publication, (or, if the 
application later becomes unopposed) 
appropriate authorizing documents will 
be issued to applicants with regulated 
operations (except those with duly 
noted problems) and will remain in full 
effect only as long as the applicant 
maintains appropriate compliance. The 
unopposed applications involving new 
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entrants will be subject to the issuance 
of an effective notice setting forth the 
compliance requirements which must be 
satisfied before the authority will be 
issued. Once this compliance is met, the 
authority will be issued. 

Within 60 days after publication an 
applicant may file a verified statement 
in rebuttal to any statement in 
opposition. 

To the extent that any of the authority 
granted may duplicate an applicant's 
other authority, the duplication shall be 
construed as conferring only a single 
operating right. 

Note.—All applications are for authority to 
operate as a motor common carrier in 
interstate or foreign commerce over irregular 
routes, unless noted otherwise. Applications 
for motor contract carrier authority are those 
where service is for a named shipper “under 
contract”. 


Please direct status inquiries to Team 
2, (202) 275-7030. - 


Volune No. OP2-295 


Decided: November 18, 1982. 

By the Commission, Review Board No. 1, 
Members Parker, Chandler, and Fortier. 

MC 139273 (Sub-7), filed November 12, 
1982. Applicant: KINGS COUNTY 
TRUCK LINES, POB 1016, Tulare, CA 
93274. Representative: Earl N. Miles, 
3704 Candlewood Dr., Bakersfield, CA 
93306, 805-872-1106. Transporting such 
commodities as are dealt in or used by 
manufacturers and distributors of food 
and related products, between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with (a) Safeway 
Stores, Incorporated, of Oakland, CA, 
(b) Adohr Farms, A Division of the 
Southland Corporation, of Santa Ana, 
CA, (c) Gerber Products Company of 
Oakland, CA (d) Dairyman’s 
Cooperative Creamery Association of 
Tulare, CA, (e) California Cheese 
Company, of San Jose, CA, and (f) 
Riverbend Products, Inc., of Visalia, CA. 

MC 145513 (Sub-19), filed November _ 
10, 1982. Applicant: SERVICE 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., P.O. Box 
732, Payette, ID 83661. Representative: 
Timothy R. Stivers, P.O. Box 1576, Boise, 
ID 83701, (208) 343-3071. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives and household goods), 
between points in the U.S., under a 
continuing contract(s) with Palmco, Inc., 
of Portland, OR. 

MC 146853 (Sub-16), filed November 
12, 1982. Applicant: FRANK F. SLOAN, 
d.b.a.. HAWKEYE WOODSHAVINGS, 
Route 1, Runnells, [A 50327. 
Representative: Richard D. Howe, 600. 
Hubbell Bldg., Des Moines, LA 50309, 
515-244-2329. Transporting such 
commodities as are dealt in or used by 


manufacturers and distributors of beer, 
between St. Paul, MN, Phoenix, AZ, 
Seattle, WA, Omaha, NE, and points in 
La Cross County, WI, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in Natrona 
County, WY. 

For the following, please direct status 
inquiries to Team 1 at 202-275-7992. 


Volume No. OP1-206 


Decided: November 17, 1982. 

By the Comfnission, Review Board No. 1, 
Members Parker, Chandler, and Fortier. 

MC 27530 (Sub-18), filed November 4, 
1982. Applicant: KERRVILLE BUS 
COMPANY, INC., P.O. Box 712, 
Kerrville, TX 78028. Representative: 
Jerry Prestridge, P.O. Box 1148, Austin, 
TX 78767, (512)-472-8800. Transporting 
(1) over regular routes, passengers and 
their express and newspapers, between 
Killeen, TX. and Brenham, TX, from 
Killeen over U.S. Hwy. 190 to Belton, 
TX, then over Interstate Hwy. 35 to 
Temple, TX, then over TX Hwy 36 to 
Brenham, TX, and return over the same 
route, serving all intermediate points 
and serving the Fort Hood Military 
Reservation, TX, as an off-route points; 
and (2) over irregular routes, passengers 
and their baggage, in charter operations, 
between points in Coryell, Bell, Milam, 
Burleson and Washington Counties, TX, 
on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in the U.S. (including AK but 
excluding HI). 

MC 134890 (Sub-15), filed November 2, 
1982. Applicant: MARION TRANSFER, 
INC., 3011 NORTH 30th St., Milwaukee, 
WI, 53210. Representative: Richard C. 
Alexander, 710 North Plankinton Ave., 
Milwaukee, WI 53203, (414) 273-7410. 
Transporting food and related products, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). Condition: Issuance of a 
certificate in this proceeding is subject 
to the coincidental cancellation, at 
applicant written request, of paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of its Permit Mc-134890 (Sub- 
No. 11X) which authorizes the 
transportation of food and related 
products, between points in the U.S., 
under continuing contract(s) with three 
named shippers. 

Note.—The purpose of this application is to 
convert a portion of applicant's permit No. 
MC-134890 Sub-No 11x to a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity. 

MC 140650 (Sub-3), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: PENINSULAR\MEAT 
CO., INC., 4401 N. Westshore Blvd., P.O. 
Box 15592, Tampa, FL 33684. 
Representative: Rudy Yessin, P.O. 
Drawer B, 113 W. Main St., Frankfort, 
KY 40602, (502)-227-7326. Transporting 
bananas, between Tampa, FL, Gulfport, 
MS, Mobile, AL, Charleston, SC, New 
Orleans, LA, and Morehead City, NC, on 
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the one hand, and, on the other, points 
in PA, OH, WV, KY, IN, and VA. 


MC 153901 (Sub-3), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: AIM INDUSTRIES, INC. 
330 Manhattan Ave., Jersey City, NJ 
07307. Representative: Gerald J. 
Donovan, 4791 S.W. 82nd Ave., Davie, 
FL 33328, (305)-434-7621. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between New 
York, NY, and points in RI, MD, DE and 
NH. 


MC 163831, filed November 8, 1982. 
Applicant: RAIL-TRAIL CO., 3203 Third 
Ave., North #301, Billings, MT 59101. 
Representative: Gene A. Radermacher, 
(same address as applicant), (406)-245- 
5132. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), (1) between points in MT and WY, 
(2) between points in SD, ND and MN, 
(3) between points in WA, ID, OR and 
MT, and (4) between points in CO, NE 
and WY, under continuing contract(s) 
with Burlington Northern Railroad 
Company. 

For the following, please direct status 
calls to Team 3 (202) 275-5223. 


Volume No. OP3-26 


Decided: November 17, 1982. 

By the Commission, Review Board No. 2, 
members Carleton, Williams, and Ewing. 
(Member Ewing not participating.) 

MC 1074 (Sub-22), filed November 4, 
1982. Applicant: ALLEGHENY FREIGHT 
LINES, INC., P.O. Box 2080, Winchester, 
VA 22601. Representative: Francis W. 
Mclnerny, 1000 Sixteenth St., N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20036, (202) 783-8131. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives and 
household goods), between points in IL, 
IN, KY, VA, NJ, NC, TN, DE and WV. 

Note.—Applicant intends to tack this 
authority to its existing regular and irregular 
route authority. 

MC 151215 (Sub-4), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: FACTORY SERVICES, 
INC., 624 Kennedy Rd., Lexington, KY 
40501. Representative: Henry E. Seaton, 
1024 Pennsylvania Bldg., 425 13th St., 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20004, (202) 347- 
8862. Transporting waste or scrap 
materials, between points in KY, TN, IN, 
OH, and WV. 

MC 151224 (Sub-2), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: NORTHERN STEEL 
TRANSPORT CO., a Corporation, 6041 
Benore Rd., Toledo, OH 43612. 
Representative: Michael M. Briley, 300 
Madison Ave., 12th Fl. P.O. Box 2088, 
Toledo, OH 43603, (419) 255-8220. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
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household goods, and commodities in 
bulk), between those points in the U.S. 
- in and east of ND, SD, NE, CO, OK, and 
TX. 

MC 153384 (Sub-2], filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: JOHN C. WARD, Rt 4, 
Box 331, Newberg, OR 97132. 
Representative: John C. Ward, (Same 
address as applicant) (503) 538-5884. 
Transporting foundry and steel mill 
supplies, between points in OH, UT, CA, 
OR, WA, IL, PA and TX. 

MC 153784 (Sub-2), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: MANTEK TRUCKING, 
INC., 168A Amboy Rd., Matawan, NJ 
07747. Representative: Eugene M. 
Malkin, Suite 1832, Two World Trade 
Center, New York, NY 10048, (212) 466- 
0220. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with American Can 
Company of Greenwich, CT. 

MC 158105 (Sub-2), filed November 5, 
1982. Applicant: TIPTON TRUCKING 
COMPANY, INC., 25 So. Heald St., 
Wilmington, DE 19801. Representative: 
David E. Fox, 915 15th St., N.W., Suite 
900, Washington, D.C. 20005, (202) 628- 
9850. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives and 
household goods). between points in the 
U.S. (except AK and HI). 


MC 164344, filed November 4, 1982. 
Applicant: WIL-PAU, R.R. 2, Wahoo, NE 
~ 68066. Representative: James K. 
Goodding, Box 408, 225 W. Beech, 
Ceresco, NE 68017, (402) 665-2211. 
Transporting passengers and their 
baggage, in the same vehicle with 
passengers, in special and charter 
operations, between points in Saunders 
County, NE, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points in IA, MO, KS, and CO. 


MC 164584, filed November 5, 1982. 
Applicant: HENRY GLASS & SONS, 
INC., 900 Marshall St., Bethlehem, PA 
18017. Representative: Francis W. Doyle, 
323 Maple Ave., Southampton, PA 18966, 
(215) 357-7220. Transporting (1) ores and 
minerals, clay, concrete, glass or stone 
products, between points in Berks, 
Lehigh, Monroe and Northampton 
Counties, PA, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, tM a AP (2) 

between 


the other, points in Berks, Bucks, Lehigh, 
Montgomery, Monroe, 

Philadelphia, and Schuylkill Counties, 
PA, and (3) Jumber and wood products, 
between points in County 
PA, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in CT, DE, MD, MA, NJ, NY, OH, 
and PA. 


MC 164585, filed November 4, 1982. 
Applicant: TROUT POST AND POLE 
CO., INC., Box 236, Deer River, MN 
56636. Representative: William J. 
Gambucci, 525 Lumber Exchange Bidg., 
Ten South Fifth St., Minneapolis, MN 
55402, (612) 340-0808. Transporting 
lumber and wood products, forest 
products, and pulp and paper products, 
between points in MN, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

MC 164594, filed November 5, 1982. 
Applicant: MARTIN GAS TRANSPORT, 
INC., P.O. Drawer 191, Kilgore, TX 
75662. Representative: E. Stephen 
Heisley, 1919 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., 
Suite 500, Washington, DC. 20006, (202) 
828-5015. Transporting ores and 
minerals, chemicals and related 
products, and petroleum, natural gas 
and their products, between points in 
TX, LA, AR, OK, KS, MO, IL, TN, MS, 
AL, GA, and FL. Condition: The person 
or persons who appear to be engaged in 
common control of another regulated 
carrier must either file an application 
under 49 U.S.C. § 11343(A) or submit an 
affidavit indicating why such approval 
is unnecessary to the Secretary’s Office. 
In order to expedite issuance of any 
authority, please submit a copy of the 
affidavit or proof of filing the 
application(s) for common control to 
Team 3, Room 2158. 

MC 164595, filed November 5, 1982. 
Applicant: BRINSON INDUSTRIAL 
SALES, INC., 19384 Hillcrest, Livonia, 
MI 48152. Representative: A. M. Brinson 
(Same address as applicant), (313) 478- 
1336. Transporting hazardous materials, 
between points in OH, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in MI, under 
continuing contract(s) with Ekkem 
Metals Company of Pittsburgh, PA. 

Note.—The authority granted herein to the 
extent it authorizes the transport of 
hazardous materials is limited in point of 
time to a period of five (5) years from the 
date of issuance. 

For the following, please direct status 
inquiries to Team 5 at 202-275-7289. 


Volume No. OP5-257 


Decided: November 12, 1982. 

By the Commission, Review Board No. 3, 
Members Krock, Joyce, and Dowell, 

FF-629, filed November 4, 1982. 
Applicant: FUTURE WAY, INC., 4395 E. 
Ayers, Vernon, CA 90023. 
Representative: John C. Russell, 1545 
Wilshire Blvd., Suite 606, Los Angeles, 
CA 90017, (213) 483-4700. To operate as 
a freight forwarder, in connection with 
the transportation of floor coverings, 
between points in CA, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in OR, WA, UT, 
AZ, CO, ID, NV, NM, TX. 


MC 110149 (Sub-14}, filed November 2, 
1982. Applicant: PAN AMERICAN VAN 
LINES, INC., 18420 So. Santa Fe Ave., 
P.O. Box 923, Long Beach, CA 90801. 

tive: W. C. Fogle (Same 
address as applicant.) (213) 537-2630. 
Transporting (1) rocket engines and (2) 
rocket fuel between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). Common control: 
The person or persons who appear to be 
engaged in common control of another 
regulated carrier must either file an 
application under 49 U.S.C. § 11343{a) or 
submit an affidavit indicating why such 
approval is unnecessary to the 
Secretary’s office. In order to expedite 
issuance of any authority, please submit 
a copy of the affidavit or proof of filing 
the application(s) for common control to 
Team 5, Room 2414. 


MC 138069 (Sub-19}, filed November 2, 
1982. Applicant: LUCTUS, INC., 8331 
Pontiac St., Commerce City, CO 80022. 
Representative: Lester G. Huskey (same 
address as applicant), (303) 289-2941,. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except household goods), between 
points in the U.S., under continuing 
contract(s) with United Forwarding, Inc. 
of Omaha, NE, and Navajo Shippers, 
Inc., of Denver, CO. Condition: Any 
certificate issued in this proceeding to 
the extent it authorizes transportation of 
classes A and B explosives shall be 
limited in point of time to a period 
expiring in 5 years from the date of 
issuance of the certificate. 


MC 138569 (Sub-8), filed October 25, 
1982. Applicant: BRAITHWAITE 
TRUCKING, INC., 3819 Sunset Drive, 
Rapid City, SD 57701. Representative: 
Thomas J. Simmons, P.O. Box 480, Sioux 
Falls, SD 57101, (605) 339-3629. 
Transporting coal, between points in 
Hot Springs County, WY, on the one 
hand, and on the other, points in 
Gallatin and Broadwater Counties, MT. 


MC 140498 (Sub-5), filed November 2, 
1982. Applicant: BECHEM TRANSPORT, 
INC., 46 River St. New Haven, CT 06513. 
Representative: William C. Evans, 1660 
L St., NW, Suite 1100, Washington, DC 
20036, (202) 452-7430. Transporting 
chemicals and related products between 
points im the U.S. {except AK and HI). 

NOTE.—The purpose of this application is 
to convert applicant's authority from contract 
to commun. 


MC 142698 (Sub-7), filed November 1, 


1982. Applicant: B. A. 
Old Highway 99 North, Burlington, WA 


. 98233. Representative: Jim Pitzer, 15 


South Grady Way Suite 321, Renton, 
WA 98055-3273, 206-235-1111. 
Transporting general commodities 
(excpet classes A and B explosives, and 


household goods), between those points 
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in the U.S. in and west of WI, IL, MO, 
OK, and TX. (except HI). 

MC 155118 (Sub-12), filed November 1, 
1982. Applicant: T.D.S. 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., 1700 S. Wolf 
Rd., Des Plaines, IL 60018. 
Representative: Julie L. Roper (Same 
address as applicant.), (312) 298-8800. 
Transporting general commodities 
{except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods, and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with Holiday Inns, Inc., 
Product Services Division, of Memphis, 
TN, Allstate Industries, Inc., of Crystal, 
MN, Eljer Plumbingware, Wallace 
Murray Corporation, of Pitisburgh, PA, 
Diversified Products Corp., of Opelika, 
AL, American Crystall Sugar Company, 
of Moorhead, MN, and A. Giurlani & 
Bro., Inc., of Sunnyvale, CA. 

MC 164348, filed October 21, 1982. 
Applicant: BEN TERRY d.b.a. SAMSON 
EXPRESS, 114 Temescal Circle, 
Emeryville, CA 94608. Representative: 
Ben Terry, (same address as applicant), 
(415) 655-7730. Transporting (1) 
automobile parts and engines, and (2) 
alcoholic beverages, between points in 
Santa Clara County, CA, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, points in the 
US. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32344 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01 


[Permanent Authority Volume No. OP2-296] 


Motor Carriers; Republications of 
Grants of Operating Rights Authority 
Prior to Certification 


The following grant of operating right 
authority is republished by order of the 
Commission to indicate a broadened 
grant of authority over that previous 
notice in the Federal Register. 

An original and c ~* copy of an 
appropriate petition for leave to 
intervene, setting forth in detail the 
precise manner in which petitioner has 
been prejudiced, must be filed with the 
Commission within 30 days after the 
date of this Federal Register notice. 


By the Commission. 
Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 


MC 11592 (Sub-34) (Republication) 
filed April 14, 1982, published in the 
Federal Register issue of June 2, 1982, 
and republished this issue. Applicant: 
BEST REFRIGERATED EXPRESS, INC., 
P.O. Box 7365, Omaha, NE 68107. 
Representative: Rick A. Rude, Suite 611, 


1730 Rhode Island Ave., NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. A decision by 
the Commission, Division 2, Acting as 
an Appellate Division, Commissioners 
Andre, Gilliam, and Taylor, decided 
October 13, 1982 and served October 19, 
1982, finds that the present and future 
public convenience and necessity 
require operation by applicant in 
interstate or foreign commerce, as a 
common carrier, by motor vehicle, over 
irregular routes, in the transportation of 
general commodities, between Batavia, 
IL, and Irvington, NE, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in the United 
States; that applicant is fit, willing, and 
able properly to perform the granted 
service and to conform to statutory and 
administrative requirements. The 
purpose of this republication is to 
include authority to transport classes A 
and B explosives, commodities in bulk, 
household goods, and to serve Alaska 
and Hawaii. 


[FR Doc. 82-32340 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Finance Docket No. 30052] 


Rail Carriers; Lorain & West Virginia 
Railway Company—Abandonment 
Exemption—in Lorain County, OH 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice of exemption. 


SUMMARY: Under 49 U.S.C. 10505 the 


Interstate Commerce Commission 
exempts the abandonment by Lorain & 
West Virginia Railway Company of a 
21.17 mile rail line between Wellington 
and South Lorain in Lorain County, OH, 
from the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 10903 
et seq. 

DATES: This exemption will be effective 
on December 27, 1982. Petitions for 
reconsideration must be filed by 
December 16, 1982, and petitions for 
stay must be filed by December 6, 1982. 
ADDRESSES: Send pleadings to: 

(1) Rail Section, Room 5349, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, 12th and 
Constitution Ave., NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20423. 

(2) Petitioner’s representative: 
Angelica D. Lloyd, 8 North Jefferson 
Street, Roanoke, VA 24042. 

Pleadings should refer to Finance 
Docket No. 30052. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louis E Gitomer, (202) 275-7245. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Additional information is contained in 
the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision contact: TS 
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Infosystems, Inc., Room 2227, 12th & 
Constitution Ave., NW., Washington, 
DC 20423, (202) 289-4357—-DC 
metropolitan area, (800) 424-5403—Toll 
free for outside the DC area. 

Decided: November 18, 1982. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Gilliam, Commissioners Sterrett, 
Andre, Simmons, and Gradison. 
Commissioner Sterrett was absent and did 
not participate. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32339 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Finance Docket No. 30026] 


Rail Carriers; Norfoik and Western 
Railway Company—Abandonment 
Exemption—Russell Street Spur Track 
in Wayne County, Mi 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of exemption. 


SUMMARY: The Interstate Commerce 
exempts from the requirements of prior 
approval under 49 U.S.C. 10903, et seq. 
abandonment by the Norfolk and 
Western Railway Company of 0.88 miles 
of line in Wayne County, MI, subject to 
standard labor protection provisions. 
DATES: this exemption shall be effective 
on December 27, 1982. Petitions to stay 
the effectiveness of this decision shall 
be filed by December 6, 1982. Petitions 
for reconsideration must be filed by 
December 16, 1982. 


ADDRESSES: Send pleadings to: 


(1) Rail Section, Room 5349, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, Washington, 
DC 20423. 

(2) Petitioner’s representative: Robert J. 
Cooney, 1667 Railway Exchange 
Building, 611 Olive Street, St. Louis, 
MO 63101. 

Pleadings should refer to Finance 

Docket No. 30026. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Louis E, Gitomer, (202) 275-7245. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Additional information is contained in 

the Commission's decision. To purchase 

a copy of the full decision contact: TS 

Infosystems, Inc., Room 2227, 12th & 

Constitution Ave., NW., Washington, 

DC 20423, (202) 289-4357—DC 

metropolitan area, (800) 424-5403—Toll 

free for outside the DC area. 


Decided: November 18, 1982. 
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By the Commission, Chairman Tayler, Vice 
Chairman Gilliam, Commissioners Sterrett, 
Andre, Simmons, and Gradison. 
Commissioner Sterrett was absent and did 


not participate. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32342 Filed 11-24-82; 845 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Ex Parte No. MC-166] 


Pricing Practices of Motor Common 
Carriers of Property Since the Motor 
Carrier Act of 1980 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

ACTION: Extension of time to file 
comments to notice opening proceeding. 


SUMMARY: This preceeding was 
instituted by a notice opening the 
proceeding to request comments, served 
October 29, 1982, and published at 47 FR 
49481 (November 1, 1982). A 30-day 
comment period was provided. The 
purpose of this document is to give 
notice that the time for filing comments 
has been extended 45 days. 

DATES: Comments must be received by 
January 15, 1983. 

Aporesses: Send comments (original 
and 10 copies) to: Ex Parte No. MC-166, 
Room 2139, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Office of Proceedings, 
Washington, DC 20423. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leonard L, Arnaiz, (202} 275-7952 


or e 
Howell I. Sporn, (202) 275-7691. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Small Shipments Traffic 
Conference (NSSTC) and the Drug and 
Toilet Preparation Traffic Conference 
(DTPTC), jointly, and the American 
Retail Federation (ARF), filed written 
requests that the time for filing 
comments in this proceeding be 
extended until January 15, 1983 and 
December 27, 1982, respectively. 
Similarly, the American Trucking 
Associations, Inc. (ATA) has requested 
a 60-day extension of time for the filing 
of comments. Central States Motor 
Freight Bureau, Inc., Middlewest Motor 
Freight Bureau, and Niagara Frontier 
Tariff Bureau, Inc. have filed 
communications supporting the ATA’s 
request for a 60-day extension. NSSTC 
and DTPTC, and ATA contend that they 
need additional time to gather necessary 
information for preparing their 
comments. ARF contends that it needs 
an extension so that it can consider the 
issues addressed in this proceeding at 
its Transportation Committee meeting to 
be held December 6, 1982. 


The 45-day extension of time for the 
filing of comments im this proceeding, 
requested by NSSTC and DTPTC, is 
warranted. The extension should 
provide adequate time for all parties to 
prepare data and comments without 
unduly delaying the proceeding. The 60- 


- day extension requested by ATA and 


supporting parties is, on the other hand, 
not warranted and will be denied. In 
view of the 45-day extension granted, 
ARF’s request that the time for filing 
comments be extended until December 
27, 1982, will be denied. Any further 
requests for an extension of time for the 
filing of comments in this proceeding 
will be denied. 

It is ordered: 

NSSTC and DTPTC’s joint request for 
an extension of time for filing of 
comments in Ex Parte No. MC-166 is 
granted. Comments in this proceeding 
must be received by January 15, 1983. 
ATA's and supporting parties’ requests 
for a 60-day extension of time for filing 
of comments in this proceeding and 
ARF’s request for an extension until 
December 27, 1982, are denied. 


Decided: November 19, 1982. 
By the Commission, Reese H. Taylor, Jr., 
Chairman. 
Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 82-32345 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Handling of Insurance Filings; 
Correction 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice; correction. 


summary: At 47 FR 51630, November 16, 
1982 the Commission published a notice 
which stated that the Maintenance of 
the Commission's Carrier Security and 
Process Agents Records System had 
been contracted to Equipment 
Interchange Association of Alexandria, 
VA. The notice contained an incorrect 
telephone number. The correct numbers 
are 703-823-5986 and 703-823-5987. 


EFFECTIVE: November 8, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Edward C. Fern:.adez, 202-275-7591. 
Dated: November 17, 1982. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32403 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 


[investigations Nos. 731-TA-113 and 114 
(Prefiminary)] 


Carbon Steel Wire Rod From Brazil’ 
and Trinidad and Tobago 


Determinations 


On the basis of the record ' developed 
in the subject investigations, the 
Commission determines, nt to 
section 733{a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1673b{a)), that there is a 
reasonable indication that an industry in 
the United States is materially injured 
by reason of imports from Brazil 
(investigation No. 731-TA-113 
(Preliminary)) and Trinidad and Tobago 
(investigation No. 73-TA-114 of carbon 
steel wire rod, provided forinitem 
607.17 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States, which are alleged to be 
sold, or likely to be sold, in the United 
States at less than fair value (LTFV).? 


Background 


On September 30, 1982, a petition was 
filed with the Commission and the 
Department of Commerce by counsel on 
behalf of Atlantic Steel Corp., 
Continental Steel Corp., Georgetown 
Steel Corp., Georgetown Texas Steel 
Corp., and Raritan River Steel Co., 
domestic producers of carbon steel wire 
rod, alleging that imports of carbon steel 
wire rod from Brazil and Trinidad and 
Tobago are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at LTFV within 
the meaning of section 731 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 {19 U.S.C. 1673). 
Accordingly, effective September 30, 
1982, the Commission instituted 
preliminary antidumping investigations 
under section 733(a) of the Act (19 
U.S.C. section 1673b{a)}) to determine 
whether there is a reasonable indication 
that an industry in the United States is 
materially injured, or is threatened with 
material injury, or the establishment of 
an industry in the United States is 
materially retarded, by reason of 
imports of such merchandise from Brazil 
and Trinidad and Tobago. 

Notice of the institution of the 
Commission's investigation and of a 
conference to be held in connection 
therewith was given by posting copies of 
the notice in the Office of the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commission, 


' The record is.defined im sec. 207.2{i) of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 
CFR § 207.2{i}, 47 FR 6190, Feb. 10, 1982). 

? Commissioner Stern also determines that there 
is a reasonable indication that an industry in the 


wire rod from Trinidad and Tobago. 
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Washington, D.C., and by publishing the 
notice in the Federal Register of October 
14, 1982 (47 FR 45980). The Conference 
was held in Washington, D.C., on 
October 25, 1982, and all persons who 
requested the opportunity were 
permitted to appear in person or by 
counsel. 


Views of Chairman Eckes and 
Commissioner Haggart 


Based on the record in these 
investigations, we conclude that there is 
a reasonable indication that an industry 
in the United States is materially injured 
by reason of imports of carbon steel 
wire rod from Brazil, which are 
allegedly sold at less than fair value. We 
also “-d that there is a reasonable 
ind‘cation that an industry in the United 
States is materially injured by reason of 
imports of carbon steel wire rod from 
Trinidad and Tobago °, which are 
allegedly sold at less than fair value. 

In the following analysis, we first 
define the domestic industry and then 
examine the condition of the domestic 
industry in terms of the relevant 
economic indicators. Finally, we 
examine the causal relationship 
between the condition of the domestic 
industry and the allegedly dumped 
imports on a country by country basis. 


Domestic industry 


Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 defines the term “industry” as the 
“domestic producers as a whole of a like 
product or those producers whose 
collective output of the like product 
constitutes a major proportion of the 
total domestic production of that 
product.” Section 771(10) defines “like 
product” as a product which is like, or in 
the absence of like, most similar in 
characteristics and uses with the article 
under investigation. 

Both imported and domestic carbon 
steel wire rod are hot-rolled, | 
semifinished, coiled products of solid, 
round cross section, not under 0.20 inch 
nor over 0.74 inch in diameter which are 
produced in a variety of different 
grades, sizes and qualities. 

There are three types of carbon steel 
wire rod based on carbon content: low, 
medium-high, and high carbon steel wire 
rod. Each of these types has distinct 
characteristics and uses.‘ Based on the 


* Hereinafter referred to as Trinidad. 

*See Report at A-4. Within the low carbon 
category, continuous cast and rimmed wire rod can 
be distinguished to some degree on the basis of 
characteristics and uses. Since cast rod is 
substitutable for rimmed rod in all but five percent 
of the end use applications, we conclude that cast 
rod is like rimmed rod and domestic producers of 
both products should be considered as part of the 
domestic industry. See Commission Report at A-4. 
The majority of the domestic producers informed 


information now available, we conclude 
that low, medium-high, and high carbon 
steel wire rod can be considered 
separate like products.® However, 
domestic producers were not able to 
break out their data on the basis of low, 
medium-high, and high carbon steel wire 
rod because of the way in which their 
records are kept.® Since available data 
do not permit the identification of these 
separate like products, the effect of the 
imports allegedly sold at less than fair 
value is assessed under section 
771(4)(D) of the Act by examination of 
the production of the narrowest group 
which includes the like products for 
which the necessary information can be 
provided. The narrowest group of 
products which includes the like 
products is all carbon steel wire rod. 
Thus, the domestic industry for purposes 
of these preliminary investigations 
consists of the producers of all carbon 
steel wire rod. 


Condition of the domestic industry 


The domestic industry as a whole is 
experiencing problems.’ The industry's 
financial performance, production, 
shipments, capacity utilization, and 
employment levels all declined during 
the period under investigation. The 
industry has experienced its most severe 
decline in these indicators in the most 
recent period for which data are 
available (January-June 1982). 

Aggregate production decreased from 
5.3 million tons in 1979 to 4.7 million 
tons in 1981. Production for the most 
recent period of January-June 1982 was 
1.8 million tons as compared to 2.5 
million tons in the corresponding period 
in 1981, a decrease of approximately 28 
percent. There was a similar decline in 
aggregate shipments during 1979-1981. 


the Commission that they could not break out their 
data on the basis of cast and rimmed wire rod. 

5 We note that although counsel for Iscott, the 
wire rod producer in Trinidad, has argued that 
Iscott makes a higher quality cast wire rod, there 
was no argument that its wire rod is a separate like 
product. 

® See Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Belgium and 
France, nv. Nos. 701-TA-148 and 150, hearing 
transcript at p. 122, which has been made a part of 
this record. The domestic producers gave the 
Commission general estimates of low, medium-high, 
and high carbon steel wire rod production, but these 
estimates were not based on actual figures. 

7 The domestic producers of carbon steel wire rod 
can be divided into two groups: the integrated 
producers and the nonintegrated producers. The 
record in this investigation shows that the 
nonintegrated producers are gaining market share at 
the expense of the integrated producers. The 
integrated producers, as compared to the 
nonintegrated producers, have shown much weaker 
indicators of economic performance during the 
period under investigation. However, during the 
period January-June 1982, both the integrated and 
the nonintegrated producers experienced downturns 
in all economic indicators at the same time that 
imports increased. 
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This decline became somewhat sharper 
in the first half of 1982 as aggregate 
shipments declined by 31 percent as 
compared to the corresponding period in 
1981. Capacity utilization for the 
industry fell from 87.7 percent in 1979 to 
60.5 percent in the first half of 1982.® 

The industry has suffered declining 
employment levels throughout the 
period with significant declines in 
January-June 1982. Employment 
decreased by 33.5 percent during 
January-June 1982 while the number of 
hours worked declined by a 
commensurate 33.1 percent, as 
compared to the corresponding period in 
1981. During the same period, the 
industry has managed to decrease its 
unit labor costs from $60 per ton to $55 
per ton. 

Twelve firms, accounting for about 90 
percent of total U.S. producers’ 
shipments of carbon steel wire rod in 
1981, provided profit and loss figures. 
Aggregate industry profit fell from $17.9 
million in 1979 to an operating loss of 
$40.2 million in January-June 1982. 


Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Brazil 


We determine that there is a 
reasonable indication that allegedly 
dumped Brazilian imports have caused 
material injury to the domestic carbon 
steel wire rod industry. Our decision is 
based primarily on the sharp increase in 
imports from Brazil in the first half of 
1982, evidence of underselling, and lost 
sales to Brazilian imports. 

There were negligible imports of 
carbon steel wire rod from Brazil in 1979 
and no imports in 1980. Imports from 
Brazil reached 32,579 tons in.1981, all of 
which entered in the last half of the 
year. For the first six months of 1982, 
these imports increased to over 69,000 
tons, double the 1981 levels. Brazil's 
entry into the U.S. market and its 
steadily increasing market share 
coincide with the decline in U.S. 
apparent consumption. Imports from 
Brazil have increased as a share of 
apparent U.S. consumption from less 
than 0.05 percent in 1979 to 3.3 percent 
in January-June 1982, while such imports 
have increased as a share of U.S. 
noncaptive consumption from less than 
0.05 percent in 1979 to 5.0 percent in 
January-June 1982.° 


® The capacity utilization of the integrated 
producers fell from 98.5 percent in 1979 to 54.4 
percent in January-June 1982 despite the closing of 
all wire rod facilities at Jones & Laughlin and the 
closing of certain rod mills operated by U.S. Steel. 
Concurrently, the capacity utilization of the 
nonintegrated producers fell from 75.6 percent to 
64.9 percent. 

® Domestic shipments are divided into transfers or 
sales to related wire drawers (captive shipments) 
and sales to non-related wire drawers (commercial 
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The best pricing data is available for 
staiidard quality wire rod, AISI 
designation 1008, the most fungible 
product in the market. Pricing data 
available for imports from Brazil 
indicate a steady downward trend 
during the period under investigation. 
Prices of Brazilian rod decreased by 11.5 
percent from the third quarter of 1981 to 
the second quarter of 1982. During the 
same period, prices for comparable 
domestic rod declined by only 8.5 
percent. Direct pricing comparisons 
between domestic rod and Brazilian 
wire rod indicate that Brazilian rod 
undersold domestic rod in two of the 
four quarters for which information was 
available. 

Lost sales information also indicates 
that wire rod from Brazil is causing 
injury to the domestic industry. During 
the period January 1981 through June 
1982, the domestic industry alleged 27 
separate instances of lost sales to the 
imported product. The Commission staff 
was able to verify that in 14 of those 
instances, the purchaser bought 
imported rod from Brazil primarily 
because of its lower price. These lost 
sales amounted to over 24,000 tons, or 
about 25 percent of the imports reported 
for the period January 1981 to June 1982. 


Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Trinidad 


We determine that there is a 
reasonable indication that allegedly 
dumped imports from Trinidad have 
caused‘material injury to the domestic 
carbon steel wire rod industry. Our 
decision is based primarily on the sharp 
increase in imports from Trinidad since 
their entrance in the market in the last 
quarter of 1981, preliminary indications 
of underselling in the U.S. market, and 
confirmed lost sales because of price. 

Production of carbon steel wire rod in 
Trinidad began in July 1981. For the 
remainder of that year, Trinidad shipped 
6,010 tons of wire rod to the United 
States. In January-June 1982, imports 
from Trinidad increased to 19,645 tons, 
more than triple the 1981 level. 
Additionally, an analysis of wire rod 
shipments from Trinidad on a quarterly 
basis indicates that such imports 
increased steadily from the third quarter 
of 1981 to the third quarter of 1982. This 
significant increase comes at a time 
when domestic consumption has 
declined precipitously. Imports from 


shipments). Apparent U.S. consumption is 
calculated by adding U.S. producers’ total 
shipments {i.e., commercial shipments and captive 
shipments) and imports for consumption, and by 
subtracting U.S. exports from that sum. Apparent 
U.S. noncaptive consumption is calculated by 
adding U.S. producers’ commercial shipments and 
imports for consumption, and by subtracting U.S. 
exports from that sum. 


Trinidad have increased as a share of 
apparent U.S. consumption from 0.1 
percent in 1981 to 1.0 percent in 
January-June 1982, while such imports 
increased as a share of apparent U.S. 
noncaptive consumption from 0.2 
percent in 1981 to 1.4 percent in 
January-June 1982. ?° 

For purposes of this preliminary 
investigation, the limited pricing data on 
wire rod from Trinidad provide a 
reasonable indication of 
underselling. ‘A comparison of the 
weighted-average-delivered prices paid 
by purchasers of standard quality low- 
carbon steel wire rod from the U.S. with 
those by purchasers of comparable wire 
rod from Brazil and Trinidad reveals 
that the wire rod from Trinidad was, on 


saverage, the lowest priced of the three.” 


In both quarters for which data are 
available, wire rod from Trinidad 
undersold the domestic product. '* 
Additionally, information indicates that 
prices of wire rod from Trinidad have 
declined in each successive quarter in 
which such rod was sold in the U.S. 
market. Finally, the Commission staff 
confirmed two lost sales to imports from 
Trinidad on the basis of price. 


Addendum to Views of Chairman Eckes 
and Commissioner Haggart 


These comments relate to points 
raised in Commissioner Stern’s views, 
which begin on the opposite page. 

We note that Commissioner Stern’s 
views in these investigations include 
comments on other investigations which 
the Commission has officially 
terminated, * namely investigations 
regarding certain carbon steel products 
from Belgium, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the United Kingdom and 
the Federal Republic of Germany. 

A majority of the Commission 
determined that this agency had legal 


See Report at A-30. See Footnote 9. 

"Much of the information on prices is derived 
from information obtained during Investigations 
Nos. 701-TA-148-150, Carbon Steel Wire Rod from 
Belgium, Brazil and France. In response to 
questionnaires sent to purchasers in those 
ifvestigations, the Commission also received some 
pricing information on wire rod from Trinidad. 

'2 An analysis of customs unit values also 
indicates that the imports from Trinidad have lower 
customs values than those from Brazil. See Report 
at A-37. 

‘3 Counsel for Trinidad has provided the 
Commission with pricing information which 
suggests that the wire rod from Trinidad oversells 
its U.S. competition in the Gulf area. The 
Commission has been unable to determine whether 
pricing trends by regional areas exist or to examine 
fully the impact of imports in other areas of the 


- country during the course of this preliminary 


investigation. If this investigation returns for a final 
determination, we will explore this question more 
fully. 

'4See 47 FR 49104 (1982) and Commission Notice 
of Termination issued Nov. 10, 1982 (to be published 
in the Federal Register). 
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authority to terminate those 
investigations (19 U.S.C. 1671c{a)), and 
concluded that such action was 
consistent with the public interest and 
sound, responsible agency practice. 
Because these carbon steel subsidy 
investigations were officially 
terminated, we have not issued views 
explaining our votes in those 
investigations, which were announced 
prior to the terminations. 

Any reference whatsoever to our 
supposed rationale for deciding those 
investigations is entirely speculative 
and conjectural. The views of 
Commissioner Stern on the carbon steel 
cases stand alone. In our opinion, they 
should not be accorded legal 
significance, and thus are of no 
precedential value. 


Views of Commissioner Paula Stern 
Introduction 


I determine, pursuant to section 731(a) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (hereinafter the 
Act),* that there is a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United 
States is materially injured and 
threatened with material injury by 
reason of alleged less-than-fair-value 
imports of carbon steel wire rod from 
Brazil and Trinidad and Tobago. 

The reasons for my determination in 
these two cases closely parallel my 
views in the recent final countervailing 
duty investigations involving imports of 
carbon steel wire rod from Belgium and 
France.’* In brief, the domestic industry 
producing carbon steel wire rod is 
suffering severe injury as demonstrated 
by virtually all economic indicators at 
the Commission's disposal. The 
situation of this industry is rapidly 
deteriorating. The subject imports from 
Brazil and Trinidad and Tobago, 
allegedly sold at less than fair value, are 
underselling domestically-produced wire 
rod and have rapidly captured a 
significant share of apparent U.S. 
consumption. Although our data is 
incomplete at this stage of our 
investigation, the best information 
available to us also provides a 
reasonable indication that the ability 


1849 U.S.C. 1673(a). 

‘6 These investigations were terminated by a 2-1 
vote of the Commission after the Commission had 
reached a unanimous negative final determination 
with respect to imports from Belgium (Inv. No. 701- 
TA-148) and an affirmative determination with 
respect to imports from France (Inv. No. 701-TA-50. 
I dissented from the Commission majority's vote to 
terminate these investigations because in my view 
the withdrawal of the petitions by petitioners in 
those cases after the Commission's vote is not 
authorized by the statute. See Action Request INV- 
82-259, Terminating Inv. Nos. 701-TA-148/150(F), 
and accompanying memorandum of Commissioner 
Stern, CO2-F-78. 
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and likelihood of the producer in 
Trinidad and Tobago to increase its 
exports to the United States poses a 
reasonable indication of threatened 
material injury that is both real and 
imminent. 

For purposes of this preliminary 
investigation, the effect of the subject 
imports from Brazil and Trinidad and 
Tobago must also be considered in light 
of the impact of other unfairly traded 
imported carbon steel wire rod from 
France ‘7 and Venezuela.** '° 
Preliminary data indicate that imports 
from each of these countries compete in 
the same market, are directed to the 
same end-users, pass through the same 
channels of distribution, and are priced 
similarly.”° Furthermore, these cases on 
a narrowly defined product line are set 
against the overall plight of the entire 
steel industry in the United States. I 
have discussed these subjects in detail 
in my “Views” written in support of my 
determinations in Certain Carbon Steel 
Products from Belgium, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the United Kingdom, and 
the Federal Republic of Germany, which 
were decided by the Commission on 
October 15, 1982. I am, therefore, 
incorporating those “Views” into the 
present ones at the end. 


The Domestic Industry 


Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 defines the term “industry” as the 
“domestic producers as a whole of a like 
product or those producers whose 
collective output of the like product 
constitutes a major proportion of the 
total domestic production of that 
product.” Section 771(10) defines “like 
product” as a product which is like, or in 
the absence of like, most similar in 
characteristics and uses with the article 
under investigation. 


Carbon steel wire rod is a hot-rolled, 
semifinished, coiled product of solid, 
round cross section, not under 0.20 inch 
nor over 0.74 inch in diameter. It is 
produced in a variety of different 
grades, sizes and qualities. 


‘7 On September 27, 1982, the Department of 
Comu.erce published a final determination that 
imports of carbon steel wire rod from France are 
benceiitiing from subsidies. See 47 FR 42422. 

'SOn July 23, 1982, the Department of Commerce 
published a preliminary determination that imports 
of carbon wire from Venezuela are being sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. See 47 FR 
31910. 

'* An earlier countervailing duty case involving 
imports of carbon stee} wire rod from Brazil (Inv. 
No. 701-TA-149, Final), was suspended by the 
Commission on October 6, 1962, 47 FR 44166, 
pursuant to an agreement between the Department 
of Commerce and the government of Brazil. The 
suspension agreement is based on the institution of 
an export tax by the government of Brazil which 
effectively negates the subsidy originally found to 
be conferred on Brazilian producers’ and exporters’ 
shipments of the subject merchandise. 


There are three categories of carbon 
steel wire rod based on carbon content: 
low, medium-high, and high carbon steel 
wire rod. Each of these categories has 
distinct characteristics and uses. 
Virtually all of the wire rod imported 
from Brazil and Trinidad and Tobago is 
low-carbon rod,”! whereas the domestic 
industry produces all three categories. 
Carbon steel wire rod can also be 
distinguished on the basis of the 
production process. There are two 
methods of making wire rod: the ingot 
method and the continuous casting 
method.”? Wire rod produced by the 
ingot process may be “killed” 
(deoxidized) to retard the evolution of 
gases and segregation of residuals, 
“rimmed,” in which the gas evolution 
and residual segregation are allowed to 
occur, or “semi-killed” in which the rod 
is killed to various degrees. Steel wire 
rod made by the continuous casting 
process is, by necessity, “killed.” 

During the rimming process the 
residuals in rod are reduced, making the 
rod very soft and ductile. Rimmed rod is 
easier to draw into such types of wire, 
as very fine mesh, because of its ductile 
qualities. 

Killing the steel causes the residuals 
to be scattered throughout the rod, 
generally making it stronger (more 
tensile).”* Although steel made by the 
continuous casting method is always 
killed, the amount of residuals can also 
be controlled by the kinds of scrap used 
to make the steel. The use of certain 
kinds of scrap can result in very low 
amounts of residuals and, therefore, 
greater ductility. With this control of the 
casting process, cast wire rod can be 
substitutable for rimmed rod in all but 5 
percent of the cases, e.g., fine wire 
mesh. ”4 

Certain wire drawers prefer rimmed 
steel because of its greater ductility. 
Rimmed wire rod also provides a greater 
yield and results in less die wear for the 
drawer. However, rimmed steel usually 
sells for $25 to $35 higher than cast rod. 
Although the control of residuals during 
the casting process increases the cost of 
cast rod, the cost of cast rod normally is 
still lower than the cost of rimmed rod, 
especially when scrap prices are low, as 
they are now. If the cast rod is sold for a 
lower cost, wire drawers will substitute 
cast rod for rimmed rod. Since cast rod 
is substitutable for rimmed rod in all but 
5 percent of the cases and is substituted 


2° Should these cases return for a final 
investigation, | would expect the Commission to 
gather more detailed information on the impact of 
imports from these countries on the i 
industry. The question of whether cumulation of 
these imports at a final investigation would be 
appropriate, is, therefore, still open. 

*1 See Report, p. A-4. 

22See Commission Report at p. A-1. 

23See Commission Report at A-3. 
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for rimmed rod if it is sold at a low 
enough price, which is the normal 
practice, I conclude that cast rod is like 
rimmed rod and producers of both 
products should be considered in the 
domestic industry. 

Although low carbon steel wire rod 
could be considered a separate like 
product, domestic producers in response 
to questionnaires were not able to break 
out their data on the basis of low, ; 
medium-high and high carbon steel wire 
rod because of the way in which their 
records are kept.”* I, therefore, conclude 
under Section 771(D)(4) of the Act that 
the domestic industry consists of the 
producers of all carbon steel} wire rod. 


Condition of the U.S. Industry 


The domestic industry as a whole is 
clearly experiencing problems. The 
industry’s financial performance, 
production, shipments, capacity 
utilization, and employment levels all 
declined during the period under 
investigation. Additionally, the industry 
has experienced its most servere decline 
in the most recent period, January-June 
1982. 

In this investigation, the domestic 
producers of carbon steel wire rod were 
divided into two groups: The integrated 
producers and the nonintegrated 
producers. It is readily apparent that the 
nonintegrated producers are gaining 
market share at the expense of the 
integrated producers. The integrated 
producers have shown much weaker 
indicators of financial health for the 
period under investigation. However, 
January-June 1982 witnessed the 
nonintegrated producers joining the 
integrated producers in their financial 
straits. The integrated producers have 
reported net operating losses for every 
period since 1979 whereas the 
nonintegrated producers were in the 
black until January-June 1982. Aggregate 
industry profit fell from 17.9 million 
dollars in 1979 to an operating loss of 
$40.2 million in January-June 1982. 
During this time the net operating profit 
of the nonintegrated producers fell from 
a high of $37.8 million in 1979 to a net 
operating loss of $4 million in the first 
half of 1982. 

Aggregate production decreased from 
5.3 million short tons in 1979 to 4.7 
million tons in 1981 and further dropped 
from 2.5 million in January-June 1981 to 
1.8 million or by approximately 28 
percent for the comparable period in 


**See Commission Report at A-3. 

** See Hearing Transcript, Inv. No. 701-TA-48 and 
50, Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Belgium and France, 
at p. 122. The domestic producers gave the 
Commission general estimates of low, medium-high, 
and high carbon steel wire rod production, but these 
estimates were not based on actual figures. The 
majority of the domestic producers also informed 
the Commission that they were unable to break out 
their data on the basis of cast and rimmed wire rod. 
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1982. The decline in aggregate shipments 
was exactly the same in the 1979-1981 
period and somewhat sharper in the first 
half of 1981 compared to the first half of 
1982. 

Capacity utilization fell from 87.7 
percent in 1979 to 60.5 percent in the 
first half of 1982. The capacity 
utilization of the integrated producers 
fell from 98.5 percent in 1979 to 54.4 
percent in January-June 1982 despite the 
closing of all wire rod facilities at 
Jones & Laughlin and the closing of 
several mills operated by U.S. Steel. 
Simultaneously, the capacity utilization 
of the nonintegrated producers fell from 
75.6 percent to 64.9 percent. 

The industry has suffered declining 
employment levels throughout the 
period with the January-June 1982 period 
having the most devastating declines. In 
this most recent period, employment 
decreased by 33.5 percent while the 
number of hours worked declined by a 
commensurate 33.1 percent. During the 
same period the industry has managed 
to decrease its unit labor costs from $60 
per ton to $55 per ton. 


Brazil 
A. Imports *6 


Imports of carbon steel wire rod from 
Brazil were minimal prior to the last half 
of 1981, when they suddenly rose to 
33,000 tons, or 4.3 percent of total 
imports. In the first six months of 1982, 
imports from Brazil have surged to 
69,000 tons, and Brazil has captured over 
18 percent of the import market in less 
than two years. As a ratio of apparent 
U.S. consumption, imports of carbon 
steel wire rod from Brazil have 
increased from 0.6 percent in 1981 to 3.3 
percent in January-June 1982.7” When 
compared to apparent non-captive U.S. 
consumption, the ratio rises to 5 
percent.”* 


B. Pricing and Lost Sales 


The U.S. producer price index for low- 
carbon steel wire rod increased about 40 
percent from‘1979 to the third quarter of 
1981. The price index has since leveled 
off, coinciding with the rapid increase in 
Brazilian imports. 

Several different methods of 
comparing prices of domestically 
produced and imported carbon steel - 
wire rod were used in this 
investigation.” In two of these 


26 See Table 17 at A-27 of the Report. 

27 See Table 18 at p. A-30 of the Report. 

28 Id. 

2°See Discussion of prices at pp. A-31-39 of the 
Report. 


comparisons, no significant underselling 
was reported by Brazilian imports. 
When the Commission compared prices 
of U.S-produced wire rod in a given 
period with prices of imports delivered 
in the following calendar quarter, 
however, the results were markedly 
different. Prices of wire rod imported 
from Brazil and reported in the January- 
March and April-June quarters were 
significantly below average domestic 
producers’ prices in the preceding 
periods.*° For purposes of this 
preliminary investigation, these margins 
of underselling support a finding that 
there is at least a reasonable indication 
of price suppression caused by the 
Brazilian imports. 

The Commission staff was able to 
confirm 20 instances of lost sales due to 
imported wire rod from Brazil out of 25 
allegations checked. Of these lost sales, 
14 of these purchases, accounting for 
over 20 percent of wire rod imports from 
Brazil since 1980, were because of a 
lower price offered by the importer. 


Trinidad and Tobago 
A. Imports * 


Imports of carbon steel wire rod from 
Trinidad and Tobago began in the fourth 
quarter of 1981. In the first three 
quarters of 1982, these imports 
amounted to 33,826 tons and have 
increased in each quarter.*? As a ratio of 
apparent non-captive U.S. consumption, 
imports from Trinidad have rapidly 
grown to 1.4 percent. 

All of these imports are produced by 
ISCOTT, a recently opened facility that 
utilizes the most modern continuous , 
casting production techniques.** During 
the period January-June 1982, ISCOTT’s 
wire production facilities were operating 
at only 29 percent of capacity. While 
counsel for ISCOTT has cautioned that 
high capacity utilization rates cannot be 
expected for many years, it is obvious 
that a higher ratio of utilization must be 
achieved in the near future if the firm is 
to remain solvent. It is likely that 
increased production by ISCOTT will 
result in a higher level of exports to the 
United States, although the exact 
amount of any such increase Could only 
be the subject of speculation at this 
point.** 


* The actual figures are confidential; see p. A-35 
of the Report. 

*! See table 17 of the Report at p. A-27. 

32 Id. 

33 See Report at p. A-25. 

In this context, it should be noted that one of 
Trinidad’s alternative export markets—the 
European Community—also is suffering from severe 
overcapacity in its carbon steel wire rod production 
facilities, and is unlikely to be in a position to 
absorb increasing imports of these products in the 
near future. 


B. Prices and Lost Sales 


Prices reported by the importer of 
wire rod from Trinidad have declined in 
each of the four quarters in which sales 
have been made.* While pricing data is 
incomplete, the best information 
available to the Commission reveals 
that weighted average delivered prices 
of imports were below U.S. producers’ 
prices in January-March and in April- 
June of this year. When comparisons are 
made of U.S. prices with prices of 
imports delivered in the following 
quarter, these ratios of underselling by 
wire rod imported from Trinidad 
increase for the respective periods. 
Clearly, there is a reasonable indication 
that imports from Trinidad may be 
having a suppressing effect on the 
domestic industry’s prices. 

Only six allegations of lost sales to 
wire rod from Trinidad were submitted 
to the Commission. Five of these 
allegations were confirmed. Two of 
these were confirmed because of price, 
although other factors may have 
influenced the purchaser to buy wire rod 
from Trinidad.** 


Conclusion 


I determine that there is a reasonable 
indication of material injury to the 
domestic industry by reason of imports 
from Brazil and Trinidad and Tobago, 
and that with respect to imports from 
Trinidad, there is a real and imminent 
threat that this injury will continue in 
the near future. 

The surge of allegedly less-than-fair- 
value imports from both Brazil and 
Trinidad and Tobago has been 
particularly harmful to the domestic 
industry. Given the competitive nature 
of the market, the underselling by the 
imported products which we have found 
is likely to have a suppressing effect on 
the domestic industry's prices. The 
record in this preliminary investigation 
provides a reasonable indication that 
imports from both Brazil and Trinidad 
and Tobago have increased their market 
share by underselling their domestic 
counterparts. Moreover, the recent rapid 
growth of imports from Trinidad 
represents a real threat of increasing 
levels of imports in the immediate 
future. 

Against this background, integrated 
and non-integrated wire rod producers 
are now operating in the red. 


% See Report at p. A-34. 

** Counsel for ISCOTT argued at the Preliminary 
Conference that the superior quality of their wire 
rod was the primary competitive factor accounting 
for ISCOTT's marketing success in the United 
States. If this case returns for a final investigation, 
the relationship between price and perceived 
quality differences will be a significant issue. 
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Substantial numbers of workers are 
unemployed and facilities are idle. 
These problems are becoming more 
severe. Consumption dropped by over 28 
percent in the first half of 1982 as 
compared to the corresponding period in 
1981.37 Moreover, the impact of the 
subject imports on the producers of 
carbon steel wire rod must be viewed in 
light of the overall conditions of the 
domestic carbon steel industry. These 
and other considerations are discussed 
below in my views in the recently 
terminated investigations concerning 
Certain Carbon Steel Products from 
Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the 
United Kingdom, and the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 


[Investigations Nos. 701-TA-86, 92, 93, 
94, 96, 97, 101, 104, 105 109, 117, 119, 121, 
123, 124, and 128 (Final)] 


Certain Carbon Steel Products from 
Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the 
United Kingdom, and the Federal 
Republic of Germany 


Views of Commissioner Paula Stern 


Outline 


I. Introduction 

Il. Statutory Standards and Causality 

A. Margins-Analysis: An Important Tool 

B. De Minimis Subsidies 

C. Circumstances for Cumulation 

D. Meaning of Lost Sales 

Ill. Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Plate 

IV. Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Sheet and Strip 

V. Cold-Rolled Carbon Steel Sheet and Strip 

VI. Carbon Steel Structural Shapes 

VII. Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Bar 

VIII. Overview: These Cases, the Industry 
and Its Plight 

A. Overall Industry Performance 

B. Problems of the U.S. Industry 

C. The Replacement Question and the 
Wharton Model 

D. Employment Effects of the Subsidies 

E. Coverage of Affirmative Determinations 

F. Conclusion 

Appendix A. Definition and Condition of the 
Domestic Industries 

Appendix B. Memorandum on Termination of 
the Investigations 


I. Introduction 


On October 15, 1982, the U.S. 
International Trade Commission made 
its determinations in sixteen 
countervailing duty investigations of 
five carbon steel products from six 
European nations. I joined the 
Commission majority in eleven of these 
determinations. In the other five cases, I 
cast minority votes. These Views are 
presented in accordance with section 
705(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 ** which 
states: 


57 See Report at p. A-16. 
3819 U.S.C. 1671d(d). See also 19 U.S.C. 
1671d(c)(2). 


(d) Publication of Notice of 
Determinations.—Whenever the 
administering authority or the Commission 
makes a determination under this section, it © 
shall notify the petitioner, other parties to the 
investigation, and the other agency of its 
determination and of the facts and 
conclusions of law upon which the 
determination is based and it shall publish 
notices of its determination in the Federal 
Register. 

I made affirmative determinatiors in 
the following nine cases: hot-rolled 
carbon steel sheet and strip from 
Belgium, France, and Italy; cold-rolled 
carbon steel sheet and strip from 
France, and Italy; carbon steel structural 
shapes from Belgium, France and the 
United Kingdom; and hot-rolled carbon 
steel bar from the United Kingdom. I 
was joined by my three colleagues in 
each of these affirmative findings. 

In the following seven cases, I made 
negative determinations: hot-rolled 
carbon steel plate from Belgium, the 
United Kingdom, and the Federal 
Republic of Germany; hot-rolled carbon 
steel sheet and strip from the Federal 
Republic of Germany; cold-rolled carbon 
steel sheet and strip from the Federal 
Republic of Germany; and carbon steel 
structural shapes from Luxumbourg and 
the Federal Republic of Germany. In the 
German hot-rolled plate and cold-rolled 
sheet casés, I was joined by Chairman 
Eckes and Commissioner Haggart to 
form a Commission majority in those 
negative findings. Commissioner 
Haggart also shared my negative 
determination on German hot-rolled 
sheet and strip. 

I have been able to join my colleagues 
in an assessment of the condition of the 
industries defined by the five carbon 
steel product lines before us in this 
investigation and will not repeat that 
here.*® All five product lines are 
experiencing severe problems reflected 
in virtually all the economic indicators 
and other information the Commission 
compiled. The critical questions of these 
cases, rather, turn on how to analyze the 
causes of this injury: the role of margins 
analysis, the treatment of de minimis 
subsidies, the appropriateness of 
cumulation, and the usefulness of lost- 
sales data. However unified these votes 
may seem in their totality, there are 
important differences within the 
Commission on the legal and analytical 
framework, and consequently the 
analysis of the individual cases. 

Subsidy Analysis.—These cases were 
brought under the countervailing duty 
statute, section 701 of the Tariff Act of 


3° Footnote 39 referred to draft Views on the 
Definition and Condition of the Domestic industries 
which have been omitted from Appendix A for the 
sake of brevity.) 
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1930. This law is designed to remedy 
material injury caused or threatened to 
an industry in the United States caused 
by a potentially unfair trading practice, 
subsidization. If subsidies do not cause 
material injury to an industry of another 
country, they are not an unfair act and 
are a matter for the domestic economic 
policy of that country. 

If there is no unfair practice, as in the 
four cases in which I made negative 
determinations, providing relief falls 
outside the logic of the law as there are 
no unfairly traded imports. For relief 
from imports which are fairly traded, a 
petitioner must file under section 201 of 
the Trade Act of 1974 and meet the more 
stringent standards of that law. ~ 

De Minimis Subsidies.—Three of the 
present cases, where Commerce has 
found subsidies to be zero but continued 
the investigations anyway, present 
rather extreme examples. The 
Commission must decide whether an 
unfair practice has resulted in injury to 
the U.S. industry. The magnitude of the 
potentially unfair practice has been 
evaluated at zero. To find in the 
affirmative in such a situation ignores 
the effect of the practice in question and 
thus would violate the statutory 
requirement for a causal nexus between 
injury to a U.S. industry and an unfair 
practice. No better example could be 
constructed to demonstrate the 
desirability of “margins analysis” which 
helps evaluate the connection between a 
potentially unfair activity, such as 
subsidization or dumping, and its impact 
on a domestic industry. Though an 
unquestioned practice at the 
Commission before 1980, such “margins 
analysis” has been the subject of much 
recent controversy at the Commission. 
These cases presented the first occasion 
where it has made a difference in 
Commission determinations whether the 
Commission considered or ignored the 
role of the subsidies in causing injury. 
For this reason I have attempted to treat 
the subject in exhaustive detail in my 
views. 

Cumulation.—Margins analysis is not 
the sole basis for examining causality in 
countervailing duty cases. Sometimes 
imports from several sources, each of 
which taken alone may noi be causing 
material injury, when taken in 
combination do cause material injury. 
The long-established, discretionary 
practice for dealing with such situations 
is “cumulation.” Because some of the 


« present cases include imports that when 


taken alone could not possibly be 
causing material injury, I have in each 
such situation considered the wisdom of 
cumulating the impact of those imports 
with the others in that product line. 
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Lost Sales.—Another subject regularly 
a part of any examination of causality is 
the information on sales lost by the 
domestic industry to potentially unfairly 
traded imports. Such information is 
important, but may be misleading. 

All of these issues on causality are 
treated in these views to establish the 
appropriate framework for the 
discussion of the merits of each case. 
My views conclude with an overview of 
what this investigation has told us about 
the role of the subsidized imports in the 
U.S. steel industry. 


Il. Statutory Standards and Causality 
A. Margins Analysis: An Important Tool 


The issue of what information the 
Commission should consider when 
determining causality in countervailing 
duty investigations has now come to a 
head in a final case. Because the 
outcome on the matter of margins 
analysis was critical to certain 
determinations in this case, the 
causation standard in sections 701 and 
705 of the Act was not surprisingly 
among the issues most hotly contested 
during the course of these investigations. 
The conceptual importance of the 
subject, as well as my profound 
disagreement with the apparent views of 
my colleagues, prompts me to expand on 
the views I first presented in Certain 
Steel Wire Nails from the Republic of 
Korea (1982), * developed in Carbon 
Steel Wire Rod from Brazil, Belgium, 
France and Venezuela (1982),*' and 
most recently reaffirmed in Fireplace 
Mesh Panels from Taiwan (1982). * 


“Certain Steel Wire Nails from the Republic of 
Korea, Inv. No. 701-TA-145 (Prel.), USITC Pub. No. 
1223 (March 1982). See “Additional Views of 
Commissioner Paula Stern” at 11-14. 

Interestingly enough, initiating the controversy 
over margins analysis in Certain Steel Wire Nails, 
Commissioner Calhoun when faced with the 
situation of allegations of material injury from both 
dumping and subsidies on the same imports was 
forced to back away somewhat from his earlier 
arguments on‘causation. See “Additional Views of 
Commissioner Calhoun,” Fireplace Mesh Panels 
from Taiwan, Inv. No. 701-TA-185 (Prel.) (1982). He 
stated: 

* * * if our finding here is to be by reason of the 
merchandise under investigation, to wit subsidized 
fireplace mesh panels from Taiwan, then it seems to 
me we must be able to identify how the subsidized 
character of the merchandise and not the LTFV 
character of the merchandise is causing material 
injury. To undertake this kind of analytical process 
given the fact situation here seems to me only to be 
logical. (at 24) 

“Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Brazil, Belgium, 
France, and Venezuela, Inv. No. 701-TA-148, 149, 
150 (Prel.), and Inv. No. 731-TA-88 (Prel.), USITC 
Pub. 1230 (March 1982). See “Additional Views of 
Commissioner Paula Stern” at pp. 21-32. 

*2 Fireplace Mesh Panels from Taiwan, Inv. No. 
701-TA-185 (Prel.), USITC Pub. 1284, Sept. 1982. See 
“Additional Views of Commissioner Paula Stern” at 
pp. 11-18. 


Most succinctly put, the general issue 
is whether the Commission’s task is to 
determine if any material injury has 
been suffered or is threatened by reason 
of the subject imports or by reason of 
the subsidization of the imports. In 
Certain Steel Wire Nails (1982),* the 
issue first arose in preliminary 
countervailing duty cases. In Carbon 
Steel Wire Rod “ that concern arose in 
a preliminary antidumping case as well. 
However, this is the first occasion in 
which the Commission as a whole has 
reached this issue in a final 
investigation under the Tariff Act of 
1930 (the Act) since it was amended by 
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.* It is 
also the first occasion on which a 
Commission majority apparently has 
rejected the position which I most 
strongly believe to be the correct one. 

Discussion was focused on two 
interpretations of the phrase, “the 
effects of the subsidized imports” “* and 
“by reason or imports”: ‘7 (1) Judging the 
full impact of the subject imports, which 
happen to benefit from a subsidy or are 
being sold at less than fair value; or (2) 
judging the impact of the dumped or 
subsidized imports by performing 
“Margins analysis.” I believe the 
language of the Act on this subject is not 
intuitively clear on its face and, 
therefore, merits careful examination. 

The conceptual difference between 
these two approaches cannot be 
underestimated. The first alternative 
would attach no weight to whether, for 
instance, a subsidy was 0.000 percent, 
0.5 percent, or 50 percent. Any imports 
benefitting from a subsidy—no matter 
how insignificant, even if de minimis— 
would be equally tainted for purposes of 
causality analysis under the first 
formulation. By contrast, the second 
formulation would require the causality 
analysis to trace, to whatever extent 
possible, the role of the subsidy in the 
imports’ impact on the domestic 
industry. 

A practical example at the outset of 
how margins analysis in countervailing 
duty (CVD) cases might be conducted 
may help further focus the subject. The 
Commerce Department, prior to the 
Commission completing a final CVD 


“Certain Steel Wire Nails from the Republic of 
Korea, Inv. No. 701-TA-145 (Prel.), USITC Pub. No. 
1223 (March 1982). 

“Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Brazil, Belgium, 
France, and Venezuela, Inv. No. 701-TA-148, 149, 
150 (Prel.), and Inv. No. 731-TA-88 (Prel.), USITC 
Pub. No. 1230 (March 1982). 

“519 U.S.C. 1671b. 

“ E.g., section 771(4)(D) uses this phrase. 

“7 E.g., sections 701(a), 703(a) and 705(b}—which 
deal with the countervailing duty determinations of 
the Commission—employ such a phrase. The same 
phrase is found in sections 731(a), 733(a), and 735(b) 
which concern antidumpirg determinations. 


case prepares a final estimate in the 
form of an ad valorem equivalent * of 
all bounties and grants the subject 
foreign producers receive from their 
governments. Let us assume that the 
subsidy provided by the Government of 
Oz to its widget producers is evaluated 
at 10 percent. Furthermore, in our 
hypothetical case let us assume that 
American widget makers are suffering 
enormous losses and have appealed to 
the Commission for relief from the injury 
caused by subsidized Ozien widgets, 
which are capturing 0.05 percent of U.S. 
consumption. Other factors aside, one 
might conclude that the subsidy, 
whatever its magnitude, is having a 
rather inconsequential impact. If an 
error were discovered, and the Ozien 
market share turned out to be 5 percent, 
the causality analysis would have to go 
further. If Ozien widgets were 
underselling the American product by 
only 2 percent and their presence was 
stable or growing, it might be fair to 
conclude, all other factors being the 
same, that the subsidy was responsible 
for giving Ozien widgets a competitive 
edge. In the absence of the subsidy, the 
hard pressed U.S. widget makers’ fate 
would have been materially better. But 
if that margin of underselling were 30 
percent, it might be difficult to see how 
eliminating with a countervailing duty 
only 10 percent of the large Ozien 
advantage would materially assist the 
U.S. industry. Notice all the 
conditionals: might, could, all other 
factors being equal, etc. Margins 
analysis is but one tool, albeit a 
potentially important one, in the 
analytical arsenal of the Commission. 
While the analysis makes use of certain 
quantitative data, it remains essentially 
qualitative in nature. 

I would like to examine the statute, 
the legislative history, and Commission 
practice before responding to objections 
that have been raised to the wisdom of 
this kind of analysis. The statute in 
section 771(c)(ii) mandates that the 
Commission consider certain factors in 
“evaluating the effects of imporis of 
such merchandise.” But how these 
factors should be evaluated to 
determine causality is not explicit in this 
phrase. I believe that the statute, the 
legislative history, and the relevant 
international agreements taken together 
clearly demonstrate that the second 
alternative is the proper basis for 
assessing causality in the Commission's 
countervailing duty and antidumping 
investigations and is true to the 
intended meaning of the phrases “the 


** As a percentage of the customs valuation which 
is the foreign export value, F.O.B. foreign port. 
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effects of the subsidized imports” and * 
“by reason of imports.” : 

The Senate Finance Committee’s 
“Report on the Trade Agreements Act” 
(Senate Report) directs the Commission 
to continue its practice of looking to the 
effects of the net subsidy in its 
countervailing duty determinations: 

In determining whether injury is “by reason 
of” subsidized imports, the ITC now looks at 
the effects of such imports on the domestic 
industry. The ITC investigates the conditions 
of trade and competition and the general 
condition and structure of the relevant 
industry. It also considers, among other 
factors, the quantity, nature, and rate of 
importation of the imports subject to the 
investigation, and how the effects of the net 
bounty or grant relate to the injury, if any, to 
the domestic industry. Current ITC practice 
with respect to which imports will be 
considered in determining the impact on the 
U.S. industry is continued under the bill. 
(Emphasis added.)* 

With even greater significance and 
clarity, the Senate Report goes on to 
add: 

While injury caused by unfair competition, 
such as subsidization, does not require as 
strong a causation link to imports as would 
be required in determining the existence of 
_ injury under fair trade import relief laws, the 

Commission must satisfy itself that, in /the] 
light of all the information presented, there is 
a sufficient causal link between the 
subsidization and the requisite injury. 
(Emphasis addeds)* ** 

No more direct encouragement to use 
the subsidy margins provided by 
Commerce in the analysis of causality 
could possibly be given. The Senate 
Report employs the identical language in 
directing the Commission with regard to 
antidumping deliberations, replacing 
only the phrase “net bounty or grant” 
with “margin of dumping.” 5? The “by 


*° Senate Comm. of Finance, Trade Agreements 
Att of 1979, S. Rept. No. 96-249, 96th Cong., ist Sess. 
(1979) at 57. 

5° Jbid., at 58. 

5 A review of the drafting of the Subsidies and 
Antidumping Codes contains background on what 
should be used to determine causation of material 
injury—{tjhe language finally agreed upon provided 
that: “{ijt must be demonstrated that subsidized 
imports are, through the effects of the subsidy, 
causing injury within the meaning of this 
Agreement.” Richard Rivers and John Greenwald: 
The Negotiation of a Code on Subsidies and 
Countervailing Measures: Bridging Fundamental 
Policy Differences, 11 L. & Pol’y Int’) Bus. 1447, 1457 
(1979). 

The Director-General of GATT in April of 1979 
described the negotiations at the Tokyo Round on 
this same issue: 

Many participants took the firm position that. . . 
[t]he existence of a significant material injury must 
be proven and the causal link between injury and 
the particular subsidy established. Director-General 
of GATT, the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade 
Negotiations, 59.) 

See also U.S. Office of Special Trade 
Representative, Background Papers on MTN, 
Subsidies and Countervailing Duties (May 2, 1979). 

52S. Rept. No. 96-249, at 74. 


reason of imports” language of the 
Trade Agreements Act tracks similar 
language in the Antidumping Act, 1921. 
The statutory repetition of this causality 
language in the absence of any criticism 
of the Commission’s prior practice 
constitutes implicit approval by 
Congress of the Commission's causality 
methodology. 

The Commission's longstanding 
practice under the 1921 Act was to link 
the dumping margin to the injury. As a 
matter of administrative practice under 
the Antidumping Act, 1921, the 
Commission sought to establish a 
“causal link” between the weighted 
average of the margins of less-than-fair- 
value sales determined by the Treasury 
Department in its dumping investigation 
and the average by which the dumped 
imports undersold competing articles 
produced by the U.S. industry. If the 
dumped merchandise undersold the 
merchandise produced in the United 
States by more than the weighted 
average of the less-than-fair-value sales, 
the Commission would conclude that the 
margin did not have a causal 
relationship to any injury resulting from 
the underselling. This reasoning was 
adopted by a Commission majority in 
the negative determination in Plastic 
Mattress Handles from Canada (1969).°° 
The most recent investigation in which a 
unanimous Commission either 
expressed this reasoning or concurred in 
its result was Welded Stainless Steel 
Pipe and Tube from Japan (1978).°* The 
time span alone between these cases is 
an indication of the consistent 
interpretation by the Commission. 

This practice was carried over to the 
duty-free provisions of the 
countervailing duty statute enacted in 
the Trade Act of 1974 (section 303(b) of 
the Tariff Act). In the first Commission 
countervailing duty investigation, 
Certain Zoris from the Republic of 
China (1976), the Commission stated 
that 


* * * the bounty or grant paid on the 
subject imports of zoris would amount to only 
about 1.3 cents per pair. Such a bounty or 
grant would account for only a fraction of the 
margin of underselling which the subject 
imports enjoy over casual footwear produced 
in the United States, 


53 Inv. NO. AA1921-57, T.C. Pub. 298, Oct. 1969, at 
5. The analysis may have been used in earlier cases. 
This is the first instance of which I an aware in ; 
which the Commission states that it was employing 
the analysis. 

54Inv. No. AA1921-180, USITC Pub. 889, July 1978 
at 5, 11-12. This uniform and consistent 
interpretation by an agency in administering these 
provisions should be given considerable weight. 

55 Certain Zoris from the Republic of China 
(Taiwan), Inv. No. 303-TA-1, USITC Pub. No. 787, 
Sept. 1976, at-7. 
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In the later antidumping case, Welded 
Stainless Steel Pipe and Tube from 
Japan (1978), the Commission found in 
the negative also because the dumping 
margins accounted for only a small part 
of the amount by which the imports 
undersold the U.S. product.** In Certain 
Fish from Canada (1978), a unanimous 
Commission found in the negative. It 
concluded that there was no likelihood 
of injury due to the subject imports 
because those subsidies not scheduled 
for immediate elimination “are not likely 
to have any injurious impact on the U.S. 
industry.” 57 

In Unlasted Leather Footwear Uppers 
from India (1980) *°, the first 
countervailing duty case decided after 
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 took 
effect, the Commission majority relied in 
large part on the “inconsequential” size 
of the subsidy in coming to a negative 
determination. In our “Statement of 
Reasons,” Chairman Bedell and 
Commissioner Moore and I noted: 


* * * the impact of a subsidy of 1.01 
percent ad valoram on the price of finished 
nonrubber footwear is inconsequential * * * 
If the Indian subsidies had any effect on U.S. 
nonrubber footwear prices, it was to make 
them more competitive with prices of 
imported footwear, since it is U.S. nonrubber 
footwear producers which purchase the 
Indian shoe uppers. °® 


In their concurring views, Vice 
Chairman Alberger and Commissioner 
Calhoun also relied on an analysis of 


56 Welded Stainless Steel Pipe and Tube from 
Japan, Inv. No. AA1921-180, USITC Pub. 899, July 
1978. In the majority opinion, Chairman Joseph O. 
Parker, and Commissioners George M. Moore and 
Catherine Bedell concluded: “* * * the dumping 
margin accounted for only a small part of the 
amount by which the Japanese pipe and tubing 
undersold the domestic product. Even without the 
LTFV margins, the Japanese pipe and tubing would 
have been priced substantially below domestically 
produced pipe and tubing and at a price differential 
to attract sales from domestic producers. Under 
these circumstances, any sales that U.S. producers 
might have lost to Japanese imports or any price 
suppression that might have been experienced by 
U.S. producers cannot be “ttributed to the LTFV 
margins applicable to imports from Japan.” 
(““Views” at 5-7.) In the concurring “Reasons for 
Negative Determination,” Commissioners Bill 
Alberger and Danie] Minchew adopted similar 
reasoning and came to an identical conclusion. 
(“Reasons” at 11-12.) 

57 Certin Fish from Canada, Inv. No. 303-TA-3, 
USITC Pub. No. 919 (September 1978). “Statement of 
Reasons of Chairman Joseph O. Parker, Vice 
Chairman Bill Alberger and Commissioners George 
M. Moore, Catherine Bedell, and Italo H. Ablondi,” 
at 8. 

5 Unlasted Leather Footwear Uppers from India, 
Inv. No, 701-TA-1 (Final), USITC Pub. No. 1045, 
March 1980. See also Anhydrous Sodium 
Metasilicate from France, Inv. No. 731-TA-25 (Prel. 
and Final), USITC Pub. Nos. 1080 and 1118, June and 
December 1980. 

59 Jbid., “Statement of Reasons of Catherine 
Bedell, Commissioners George Moore and Paula 
Stern” at 6. 
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the subsidy in making the Commission's 
determination unanimous. They 
observed: 

* * * the impact of the 1.01 percent ad 
valorum Indian subsidy on production costs 
of nonrubber footwear is also small * * * .In 
view of these low level of market penetration 
and the low level of the subsidy, the fact of 
material injury by reason of these subsidized 
imports cannot be established. 

In Certain Iron-Metal Castings from 
India (1980) ©, the Commission again 
returned to the issue of the impact of a 
subsidy on the domestic industry. I 
noted in my views, “My analysis shows 
that subject imports caused price 
suppression as a result of the subsidies 
despite the fact that margins of 
underselling were larger than the levels 
of subsidy.” ®* Chairman Alberger also 
observed: “The margin of underselling 
by the importers’ product was more than 
twice the amount of the 
subsidy* * * .” ® Though we reached 
different conclusions, both Chairman 
Alberger and I recognized the 
importance of analyzing the effect of the 
subsidy. 

In a subsequent preliminary 
antidumping case, Certain Iron-Metal 
Castings from India (1981), Vice 
Chairman Calhoun and Commissioners 
Moore and Bedell spoke of a reasonable 
indication of material injury “beyond, 
and entirely separate from, any injury 
caused by the export subsidies already 
found to exist on Indian castings.” * In 
my concurring opinion and in Chairman 
Alberger’s dissenting opinion, we both 
referred to the LTFV margins and the 
subsidies in examining causation.© 

Thus, it has been a long and 
continuous Commission practice in both 
antidumping and countervailing duty 
cases to base its analysis of causality 
part © on the links between the 
offending act and any impact of the 
imports on the domestic industry. 
Obviously, the offending act is injurious 
subsidization, not importation. When 
the net subsidy or margin of dumping 


® Jbid., “Views of Commissioners Alberger and 
Calhoun” at 14. 

®! Certain Iron-Metal Castings from India, Inv. No. 
303-TA-13 (Final), USITC Pub. No. 1098, September 
1980. 

® Jbid., “Statement of Reasons of Commissioner 
Paula Stern” at 24. 

83 [bid., “Views of Chairman Bill Alberger” at 34. 

** Certain Iron-Metal Castings from India, Inv. No. 
731-TA-37 (Preliminary), USITC No. 1122, January 
1981, “Statement of Reasons for the Affirmative 
Determination of Vice Chairman Michael J. Calhoun 
and Commissioners George M. Moore and 
Catherine Bedell” at 5. 

8 Jbid., “Views of Commissioner Paula Stern” at 9 
and “Views of Chairman Bill Alberger” at 10. 

® Analysis of subsidies or margins of dumping 
has formed only one part of the Commission's 
considerations of causality. This has always been 
my position. 


has accounted for only a small portion 
of the margin of underselling, the 
Commission has reasoned in general 
that the injury could not be remedied by 
a countervailing or antidumping duty 
and found in the negative. 

The recent discussion of the problems 
of causality analysis suffered from a 
mistaken belief that the “plain 
language” of the statute is 
“unambiguous” and that, therefore, 
reference to the legislative history and 
the GATT code is “irrelevant.” © 
However, the Senate Report devotes 
much space to a discussion of this 
“unambiguous” subject. The Act itself is 
necessarily streamlined and the entire 
discussion of the issue by all parties in 
the present cases and two of the 
Commissioners in Certain Steel Wire 
Nails (1982), Carbon Steel Wire Rod 
(1982) and Fireplace Mesh Panels (1982) 
testifies to the need for further 
explication of the statutory language. Of 
course, the legislative history and the 
GATT discussion are only of assistance 
to the extent they explain, rather than 
contradict, the statute. 

Furthermore, it should first be noted 
that the so-called “plain meaning” rule 
is the result of an analysis, not its 
beginning.® A “plain meaning” 
pronouncement is a statement to the 
effect that there is no reason to conclude 
that the language in question should be 
expanded or restricted in light of 
another section of the statute, or that 
plain meaning of the language in 
question is repugnant to the overall 
statute, or that the legislative history of 
the Act shows that the Congress 
intended the language to be used in a 
sense other than its common meaning. I 
am willing to grant the literal language 
in both the Act and the MTN codes 
which they implemented does not 
require that the Commission must trace 
injury from subsidized imports to the 
subsidy or from dumped goods to the 
margin of dumping. Nor does the 
language of the Act forbid such an 
exercise. The analysis offered above 
surely establishes that the meaning of 
the phrase “effect of subsidized 
imports” is not intuitively obvious to the 
most casual observer. Examined in its 
appropriate context, as I have attempted 
to do here, the meaning which I have 
suggested for the statutory language has 
a greater claim to the “plain” meaning 
than that offered by the majority. And 
the interpretation I have championed 
has the added advantage of making 


®’ E.g,, see “Additional Views of Vice Chairman 
Michael J. Calhoun” in Certain Steel Wire Nails 
from the Republic of Korea (1982) at 15-22. 

® Sutherland on Statutory Interpretation, Vol. 24 
(4th Ed., 1973) at 48-49. 


economic sense of the material injury 
test which the Act embodies, because 
causality depends on the magnitude of 
injurious impact in the same manner 
that the remedy, a special duty, reflects 
only the magnitude of the unfair 
practice. 

Failing to demonstrate that subsidy 
analysis contradicts the plain meaning 
or legislative intent of the statute, the 
proponents of conducting an analysis of 
the impact of imports, blind to the 
subsidy involved here, have underlined 
the weakness of their theoretical 
position by resorting to a seemingly 
endless series of “practical” arguments. 
Detailed tracing of margins has 
alternately been characterized as an 
impossible burden, an exercise lacking 
economic relevance, an enroachment on 
the statutory bifurcation of authority 
between the Commission and 
Commerce, or an administrative 
nightmare. I will deal with each of these 
in turn. 

Impossible burden.—It has been 
suggested that the purpose of the Act 
would be defeated if it made a remedy 
“contingent upon a detailed tracking” of 
the impact of such practices on the 
domestic industry. This argument 
apparently applies only to subsidies 
since dumping by definition is the 
relatively direct activity of selling at 
below home-market fair value (however 
difficult it may be to determine properly 
fair value). Moreover, if it were an 
impossible burden to make such a 
detailed tracing, the Act is surely self- 
defeating because a rather detai!~4 
tracing—on occasion more con.jiex than 
that suggested here for the 
Commission—is required of Commerce 
by the Act when it prepares its final 
margins. All information on subsidies 
and/or dumping is distilled— 
quantified—into simple margins based 
on prices. Application of the remedy is 
absolutely dependent on this “detailed 
tracing,” and the Commission—at least 
in final investigations—benefits from the 
knowledge Commerce has acquired. 

There are two indications in the 
statute that Congress envisioned the 
Commission as having the wherewithall 
to complete the tracing which 
Commerce begins by constructing the 
margins. Section 771(7)(E)(i) provides: 


Nature of Subsidy—In determining whether 
there is threat of material injury, the 
Commission shall consider such information 
as may be presented to it by the 
administering authority as to the nature of 
the subsidy (particularly as to whether the 
subsidy is an export subsidy inconsistent 
with the Agreement) provided by a foreign 
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country and the effects likely to be caused by 
the subsidy.@ 


This section of statute applies only to 
threat cases. But it does demonstrate 
Congressional faith in the ability of the 
Commission to perform subsidy 
analysis. Surely, if the burden were 
“impossible,” Congress would not have 
directed the Commission to assume it 
under any conditions. Congressional 
confidence in the Commission's ability 
to perform this kind of task is further 
exhibited in the construction of section 
104(b) of the Trade Agreements Act, 
which provides for review investigations 
of outstanding countervailing duty 
orders. The Commission must assess 
what effect an outstanding order has 
had on the pricing and other marketing 
strategies of the importers and exporters 
subject to it. This kind of retrospective 
analysis or projection is surely as 
difficult as any I, or the full Commission, 
in the cases earlier cited, believe should 
be conducted in ordinary non-review 
cases. 

An Exercise Without Economic 
Relevance.—The next practical 
argument concerns the economic 
relevance of the margins found by 
Commerce. Harald Malmgren is cited: 

The charging of different prices for the 
same product in different markets can result 
from the fact that there are always some 
impediments to arbitrage and from the fact 
that elasticities of demand vary from market 
to market * * *. This has nothing to do with 
the question of subsidies,” 


Nor may I add would such 
international price differences have 
anything to do with predatory dumping. 
The point here is that pricing below 
home market in a foreign market can be 
a perfectly rational reflection of 
different supy “y and demand situations 
and not reflect any inately unfair 
activity. This is a potential problem with 
the statutes themselves, and has nothing 
whatever to do with the most rational 
way of applying them. The argument 
continues by noting that Commerce's 
calculations are based on foreign 


accounting principles and the principles | 


may vary by company as well. In 
general, accounting principles for the 
purposes of valuation in a taxation 
proceeding do not measure economic 
phenomena outside the accounting 
system and the taxation regulations. 


®°To date the Commission has relied on section 
771(7)(E)(i) in Leather Wearing Apparel from 
Uruguay, Inv. No. 701-TA-68 (Final), USITC Pub. 
1144, May 1981; Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Plate from 
Brazil, Inv. No. 701-TA-84 (Prel.), USITC Pub. No. 
1207, January 1982; and Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel 
Plate from Brazil, Inv. No. 701-TA-87 (Prel.), USITC 
Pub. 1221, Feb. 1982. 

* Harald B. Malmgren, International Order for 
Public Subsidies (London, 1977) at 40-41. 


There is nothing surprising in any of 
this. Commerce has an admittedly 
difficult task in wading through indirect 
subsidy programs and foreign firms’ 
books to arrive at the ad va/orem values 
of a foreign subsidy for the purpose of 
assessing an offsetting tax. 

Two further comments are prompted. 
First, the conversion of indirect. 
subsidies into an ad valorem equivalent 
(carried to the third decimal point) is 
Commerce's duty and one which I trust 
it approaches with the greatest care. I 
must rely on this information because it 
is the best available, and in the 
bifurcated scheme of responsibilities, it 
is Commerce's undisputed bailiwick. 
Second, the problems encountered by 
Commerce in dealing with accounting 
quantities which may not conform 
directly to economic reality are those 
encountered by the Commission itself in 
compiling aggregate data on the 
economic performance of the domestic 
industry. In case after case, financial 
performance data of individual firms 
reflect incompatible accounting years, 
various methods for treating inventories, 
different depreciation practices, and 
highly individual methods of allocating 
expenses to the product lines under 
consideration. The complexity of this 
problem does not afford the Commission 
the idle luxury of ignoring the results 
unless the data is utterly worthless. Our 
practice is to use the best available 
information and do our best to adjust 
our analysis for any shortcomings in the 
data. 

Bifurcation of Responsibilities — 
Margin analysis preserves the statutory 
bifurcation of responsibilities between 
Commerce and the Commission. The 
purpose of Commerce's calculations are 
to develop an offsetting tax. The 
purpose of the Commission's work is to 
determine the impact on the market 
place of the original subsidy. To simplify 
the analysis to the level of fréshman 
economics, the subsidy is presumed to 
shift the supply curve of the foreign 
producers to the right so that at any 
given market price a greater quantity is 
supplied. Commerce estimates the 
amount of the shifting. The Commission 
then determines whether material injury 
to the U.S industry results from the 
shifting, not from the simple presence of 
imports. If the Commission finds in the 
affirmative, the countervailing duty is 
applied to shift the foreign supply curve 
back to where it presumably would have 
been without the subsidy. The statutory 
scheme allows a similar result to be 
achieved by a settlement in which the 
foreign government, for instance, places 
an equivalent export tax on the product. 
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An Administrative Nightmare.—A 
further “practical” concern is that 
making affirmative determinations — 
dependent on subsidy analysis would 
destroy their stability by opening them 
up to remands by the reviewing court if 
it found the net subsidy to be 
significantly smaller than that found by 
Commerce. Such analysis would destroy 
the “stability” of ill-founded affirmative 
decisions. But in general, effective 
administration of 4 statute should never 
be divorced from the specific acts the 
statute is intended by all accounts to 
remedy. If, as I have maintained, margin 
analysis should continue as an element 
of the Commission's deliberations, then 
any significant correction to the margins 
may be proper cause for 
reconsideration.”! One might argue by 
analogy that the “stability” of 
Commission affirmatives could be 
increased by making them independent 
of profit data which may be incorrectly 
calculated.” But such independence 
would eliminate the material injury 
standard of the statute in the same 
manner as blindness to margins cripples 
the causality standard. 

To conclude, I do not believe that an 
affirmative determination critically 
depends on the most intricate tracing of 
the incidence of the subsidies and 
dumping margins on the domestic 
market. But the information is a 
consideration of the first order, and we 
are required to base our determinations 
on the best available information. The 
process is not unnecessarily 
burdensome to the Commission. Indeed, 
with the bifurcation of responsibilities 
between Commerce and the 
Commission, Commerce lightens our 
task considerably by conducting the 
examination and determination of the 
margins, Rather than ignoring the 
information provided on this subject, the 
Commission should continue ta 
incorporate it into its causality 
considerations. The Commission comes 
to this task well prepared as it is 
accustomed to the “intricate tracing” of 
many other market phenomena. 

From the above, it is clear that I have 
concluded that causality is what 
common sense tells us it ought to be— 
connecting unfair practices, LTFV and/ 


™ Of course the statute provides that changes in 
subsidy margins subsequent to a Commission 
determination can be accommodated by an annual 
Commerce review mechanism without further 
reference to the Commission. See 19 U.S.C. 1675a. 

7 Atlantic Sugar, Ltd., et al. v. United States, 
USCIT No. 80-5-00754, Slip Opinion 81-62 (July 8, 
1981). The Court remanded the case to the 
Commission in part because of errors in the 
calculation of certain data. The solution is to do the 
calculations correctly, not throw out the indicator 
involved. 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Notices 


or subsidized sales of imports to the 


particularly in final investigations such 
as those before the Commission here.” 


B. De Minimis Subsidies . 


In analyzing causality in the present 
cases, the Commission was confronted 
with the three affirmative final subsidy 
determinations by Commerce in which 
Commerce itself terms them subsidies 
and evaluates them as 0.000 percent. A 
“de minimis” subsidy is one which is 
trifling, i.e., not legally cognizable. 
Inasmuch as the subsidies themselves 
are trifles, their effects, too, cannot be 
measurable. Accordingly, I have no 
difficulty with finding that a “de 
minimis” subsidy cannot be the cause of 
present material injury. 

For such subsidized imports to cause 
future material injury, two conditions 
would have to be met. First, the level of 
subsidization would have to increase at 
some point in the future from the present 
“de minimis” amount. Second, the future 
non-“de minimis” subsidies would have 
to be shown to enable the subsidized 
imports to threaten material injury. 
There is nothing on the record, however, 
indicating that these subsidies will 
increase. To assume that the subsidies 
will increase merely because there are 
on-going programs would be mere 
conjecture. The Congressional standard 
for a finding of a threat of material 
injury is that the Commission's record 
contain “information showing that the 
threat is real and injury is imminent, not 
a mere supposition of conjecture.” ** The 
mere possibility that a significant 
subsidy might be funded at some time in 
the future does not meet this standard.” 


73 In some preliminary investigations, an 
argument was made that the very attempt to tie the 
proscribed practices to the imports creates a de 
facto double standard for material injury in 
preliminary and final cases. I believe that this 
conclusion is unwarranted. I have always been of 
the view that the concepts of the Act (e.g., material 
injury, by reason of, industry), have a single 
meaning common to both preliminary and final 
cases. Indeed, the definitions of such terms are 
found in section 771 which applies to preliminary 
and final antidumping and countervailing duty 
cases alike. But there is a fundamental, inescapable 
difference between preliminary and final cases—the 
evidentiary standards. In preliminary cases, a 

‘reasonable indication must be shown; in final cases, 
material injury due to or LTFV imports 
must by proven. Using information on subsidies or 
dumping margins in final cases imposes no double 
standard other than the different evidentiary 
requirements already stated. 

™ Senate Report No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., 88, 
89 (1979), House Report No. 327, 96th Cong., ist 
Sess., 47 (1979), cited in Alberta Gas Chemicals, Inc. 
v. United States, 515 F. Supp. 780, 790 (1981). 

7 Cf., Ablerta Gas Chemicals, Inc. v. United 
States, 515 F. Supp. 780, 791 (1981). 


Therefore, to connect imports 
benefitting from such subsidies to 
hypothetical future material injury 
would be to engage in two levels of 
supposition—in the first instance about 
the future of the subsidy and in the 
second instance about the subsequent 
impact on the domestic industry. 


C. Circumstances for Cumulation 


The Commission long ago adopted the 
practice of using its discretion in 
cumulating the impact of competitive 
imports from more than one country in 
reaching its determinations regarding 
material injury.”* The circumstances 
which indicate whether cumulation is 
appropriate concern the competitiveness 
of the imported products with the 
domestically-produced products and 
with each other. It is standing 
Commission practice that it must be 
demonstrated that “the factors and 
conditions of trade in the particular case 
show its relevance to the determination 
of injury.” ™ Factors and conditions 
which could combine to create a 
collective “hammering effect on the 
domestic industry” would be of most 
concern. These might include: 

Volume of subject imports 

Fungibility of imports 

Competition in markets for the same 
end-users 

Common channels of distribution 

Simultaneous impact 

Trend of import volume 

Pricing similarity 

Any coordinated action by importers 

The record contains ample 
information to demonstrate that 
virtually all these factors and conditions 
argue for cumulation. There is no 
evidence of coordinated actions by 
importers and in individual cases, 
import volume trends and pricing 
behavior show some differences. 

The product lines subject to these 
steel investigations contain competitive, 
often totally fungible, products. The 
record of these investigations indicates 
that brokers buy on the open market and 
may not even know the identity of the 
producer of the materials purchased. 
Where these factors are present, it 
would be unrealistic to attempt to 
differentiate the effects of imports from 
individual countries. In these 


76 Pig Iron from East Germany, Czechoslovakia, 
Romania, and the U.S.S.R., Inv. Nos. AA1921-52 to 
55, TC Pub. 265 (1968), at 17 (Views of 
Commissioner Clubb); Potassium Chloride from 
Canada, France, and West Germany, Inv. Nos. . 
AA1921-58 to 60, TC Pub. 303 (1969). See S. Rept. 
No. 93-1298, 93rd Cong,, 2d Sess., 180 (1974). 

™§. Rept. No. 93-1298, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. (1974), 
at 180. There are no criticisms in the legislative 
history accompanying the Trade Agreements Act of 
1979 of this long-standing, uniform and consistent 
practice of the Commission. 


circumstances, the cumulative effect of 
all of the imports subject to these 
particular investigations contribute to 
the prevailing market conditions.” 

Cumulation is obviously unnecessary 
in cases where affirmative 
determinations are possible on an 
individual basis. Furthermore, in those 
cases on which I have voted negatively, 
the imports in question could not 
possibly have contributed to material 
injury. The standard of “contributing to 
material injury” is obviously a lower 
one than that of individually causing 
material injury. But the logic of 
cumulation, if it is to remain in accord 
with the carefully constructed causation 
standards of the Act, requires that the 
imports of any country being 
cumulatively assessed must, at the very 
least, contribute to the overall material 
injury to be remedied. This standard has 
been enunciated by former Chairman 
Alberger, Commissioner Eckes, and 
myself in the preliminary cases.”* In the 
explanation of my determinations for 
each product line I distinguish those 
situations in which cumulation was 
deemed appropriate. 


D. The Meaning of Lost Sales 


As the language of the determination 
plainly notes, the Commission must 
examine injury to an entire industry in 
the United States, not merely to 
individual producers. Clearly this 
requires a judgment about the aggregate 
effect of the subsidized imports on the 
aggregate condition of the domestic 
industry. The Commission's record 
contains information ranging in 
generality from individual transactions 
to the performance of the entire 
economy. All this data can be useful. 
However, a great care must be 
employed in the use of micro data to 
form conclusions about aggregate 
phenomena. Lost sales data in particular 
offer both unique advantages and 
disadvantages in forming judgments on 
the causality of injury. I believe that my 


78] have not cumulated the impact of subsidized 
imports with that of imports sold at less than fair 
value, nor with that of imports for which the 
Department of Commerce has not made final 
determinations as to the net svbsidy. With regard to 
imports from South Africa, a country which has not 
signed the international subsidies agreement, I have 
taken their presence into account but found that it is 
not necessary to cumulate them as their inclusion or 
exclusion would not result in a change in any of my 
determinations. 

7 Certain Steel Products * * *, Inv. Nos. 701-TA- 
86 through 144, 701-TA-146 and 701-TA-147 
(Preliminary) and Inv. Nos. 731-TA-53 through 86 
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1222 (Feb 1982). See 
“Views of Chairman Alberger, Vice Chairman 
Calhoun, and Commissioners Stern and Eckes” at 
16. Footnote 36 makes clear that this approach was 
also adopted by Chairman Alberger and myself in 
the May 1980 preliminary stee} cases. 





colleagues, in their efforts to avoid 
looking at the aggregate impact of 
subsidies, may be placing an unjustified 
emphasis on lost sales representing a 
biased selection never covering more 
than 5.7 percent of foreign sales in any 
of these final cases. 

The reasons for such a temptation are 
clear enough. Confirmed lost sales by 
domestic producers to the imports in 
question are a tangible link between the 
two. ate pricing comparisons are 
extremely difficult to calculate on a 
comparable basis for the domestic 
product and the imports; lost sales data 
on the other hand, give a head on 
comparison of domestic and foreign 
prices at the same time, in the same 
location, and often on the identical 
grade of product. The multitude of 
differences in characteristics within 
each steel product line makes loss sales 
information a particularly seductive 
alternative to the complex pricing 
analysis performed by the staff and 
reported in great detail with many 
qualifiers. But lost sales except in the 
most unusual of circumstances remain 
but an indication of the possible 
diversion of business from the domestic 
producers to persons selling the 
subsidized imports. To establish that 
such diversion actually occurred and the 
reasons for it, the Commission does not 
rely on information merely indicatng 
reduced sales of domestic producers or 
increased sales of the imported 
merchandise. Rather, the Commission 
attempts to find customers of the 
- domestic producers who have shifted 
appreciable amounts of their 
requirements from the domestic 
producers to the imports. Moreover, the 
Commission attempts to discern the 
reason for the shift. In those cases 
where price is the principal reason for 
the switch and aggressive pricing is 
characteristic of the market, lost sales 
could be a confirmation of the loss of 
market share from aggressive marketing. 
On the other hand, this would not be the 
case if customers sought out alternative 
sources of supply in response to quality 
or delivery problems with domestic 
producers. 

In cases where the Commission staff 
verifies that a domestic producer lost 
sales to subsidized imports, the lost sale 
is not necessarily representative of a 
general business diversion in the market 
place. It is not common for the 
customers of a domestic customer to 
disclose to the producer their reasons 
for reducing orders. Many claims of lost 
sales made by domestic producers, 
when investigated, turn out to involve 
business won by other domestic 
companies or by non-subject imports not 


cited in the complaints. Confirmed lost 
sales information comes from a sample 
selected by the petitioners. They do not 
in general tell the Commission of sales 
won from foreign competitors. The 
reasons for a lost sale furnished by the 
customer may be self-serving as well. 

In addition to not being representative 
of overall business diversion in the 
market place, confirmed lost sales 
represent transactions which may not, in 
turn, represent trends in market share. 
Indeed, any truly competitive market 
should be characterized by all 
producers—domestic and foreign— 
experiencing lost—and gained—sales. 
Such behavior could be perfectly 
compatible with constant market shares 
for all participants, growing overall 
demand, and a healthy industry with no 
party inflicting injury. A domestic 
consumer may switch suppliers and 
purchase subsidized merchandise in a 
market in which overall subsidized 
imports declining. In such cases, lost 
sales would in no way represent the 
aggregate impact of subsidized imports 
on the domestic producers of the 
merchandise under investigation. 

Nevertheless, lost sales information is 
useful. The absence of any confirmed 
lost sales could be a strong indicator of 
the lack of a causal link. The presence 
of lost sales invites further investigation 
of aggregate pricing trends to find 
whether imports are underpricing or 
otherwise unfairly aided in their 
competition with the domestic product 
by the subsidies in question. Such 
aggregate pricing informetion is 
collected by random samplir.g, rather 
than through self-selected lost sales. In a 
statistical sense, there should be a 
stochastic element to prices in all 
competitive markets. Lost sales are a 
biased selection of those sales on which 
the successful bidder is most likely to 
have offered a lower price. They 
demonstrate very little about aggregate 
pricing behavior unless they cover a 
significant percentage of foreign sales in 
the U.S. market. In a ». s'iminary 


investigation, where comparable pricing © 


data may often be totally lacking, lost 
sales may provide the required 
indication of causality needed for an 
affirmative. The investigations before us 
today are final ones and require proof of 
causal link, not merely a reasonable 
indication. In the absence of 
comparable aggregate pricing 
information, lost sales that were truly 
representatative could theoretically 
provide such proof. But the coverage of 
the lost sales information is a paltry 0.0 
to 6 percent of the subject imports. 
There are absolutely no indications that 
the data are representative. 
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Furthermore, there is comparable pricing 
data which the staff has compiled on a 
random, unbiased basis. Undue reliance 
on the lost sales information in this 
situation would be myopic and 
misleading. 

Having discussed the principles 
underpinning my case-by-case analysis, 
I will now focus on the sixteen 
individual cases taken product line by 
product line. 

III. Hot-rolled Carbon Steel Plate 
A, Belgium © 

1. Imports. Imports from Belgium fell 
from 386,000 short tons in 1978 to 214,000 
tons in 1979, but then increased to 
286,000 tons in 1980 and 287,000 tons in 
1981. Imports in January-June 1982 
amounted to 116,000 tons, 11 percent 
below the level for the same period of 
1961." The ratio of these imports to 
apparent U.S. consumption fell 
irregularly from 4.6 percent to 3.9 
percent in 1981. In the first half of 1982 
the market share rose to 4.7 percent 
compared to 3.2 percent for the like 
period of 1981.* 

2. Prices and Lost Sales. Data 
adequate for analysis indicate 
underselling in 42 of 54 observations 
with margins of underselling generally 
ranging from 5 to 15 percent.®* 

Of 26 lost sales allegations checked, 
18 were confirmed, all because of 
price. ** Confirmed lost sales covered 0.9 
percent subject Belgian sales.® 

3. Subsidy. The size of subsidies found 
out on subject Belgian steel ranged from 
0 to 13.4 percent. The most substantial 
Belgian producer, Clabecq, was 
continued by Commerce with a de 
minimis margin. Because it is 
inappropriate for the Commission to 
exclude firms that Commerce has 
included in its affirmative 
determinations, a weighted average 
subsidy margin was constructed." The 
result was a margin well under two 
percent because Clabecq accounts for 
the lion's share of Belgian exports. Even 
assuming a full pass through of these 


® Official import statistics do not separate 
Luxembourg from Belgium and therefore the 
numbers are given for the two combined. However, 
virtually all imports of this product originate in 
Belgium. See Report at I-29. 

'& Report at [1-29, [1-32; 1-35; 1-52; and II-57, 
respectively. 

5 Unless otherwise noted lost sales coverage 
figures show the total volume of confirmed 
allegations of lost sales verified in the final 
investigation as a percentage of total U.S. imports 
for consumption between January 1980 and June 
1982. The source is calculations performed for my 
office by the Office of Economics. 

Source of weighted average calculations: 
Memorandum to Commissioner Stern from Director, 
Office of Investigations, September 30, 1982, 
submitted in confidence. 
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subsidies to the market place, a highly 
unlikely event, there would not be a 
material impact on the U.S. industry. 


B. The United Kingdom 


1. Imports. Imports from the United 
Kingdox. fell from 34,000 tons in 1978 to 
6,000 tons in 1980 before returning to 
35,000 tons in 1981. In January-June 1982, 
9,000 tons were imported, or 50 percent 
more than during the like period of 
1981.*? 

The ratio of imports to U.S. 
consumptions was 0.4 percent in 1978 
and 0.5 percent in 1981. In the first half 
of 1982 the level was 0.4 percent 
compared to 0.1 percent for the like 
period of 1981. ** 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. The only 
pricing comparison showed a margin of 
underselling of 1 percent. * Of five lost 
sales investigated, 4 were confirmed all 
on the basis of price.®° Confirmed lost 
sales covered 0.1 percent of subject U.K. 
sales. 


C. Federal Republic of Germany 


1. Imports. Imports from Germany fell 
irregularly from 183,000 tons in 1978 to 
96,000 tons in 1981. In January-June 1982 
there were 28,000 tons or 22 percent 
below the level for the like period of 
1981.°! 

The ratio of imports to U.S. 
consumption fell from 2.2 percent in 1978 
to 1.3 percent in 1981. In January-June 
1982 they were 1.2 percent compared 
with 0.9 percent for the first half of 
1981.% 

2. Prices and Lost Sales. Margins of 
underselling by the imports generally 
ranged from 10 to 15 percent and were 
calculated on a small base.” 

Of 9 lost sales checked, only 3 were 
confirmed, all on the basis of price. 
The data covered 2.2 percent of German 
sales. 

3. Subsidy. Commerce found de 
minimis level of subsidy on German 
imports and evaluated it at zero. 


D. Determinations 


I have made negative determinations 
in all three of the hot-rolled carbon steel 
plate cases. The significant underselling 
despite the de minimis level of the 
German subsidies and the declining 
penetration of imports rule out any 
possibility that German imports have 
contributed to any injury the U.S. 
industry is experiencing. Similarly, the 
extremely low level of subsidy on 
Belgian imports (evaluated at zero for 
most of the imports considered) coupled 
with significant margins of underselling 


8*8® Report at I-38 and II-35, respectively. 
8* Report at II-52; I-58; 11-38; I-35; 1-52; 1-58, 
respectively. 


demonstrate that Belgian imports would 
be a strong factor in this market without 
the benefit of the subsidies noted by 
Commerce. Belgian imports are not 
causing or contributing to material 
injury. The tiny presence of imports 
from the United Kingdom is simply not 
significant enough to cause material 
injury. . 

Furthermore, nothing on the record 
demonstrates that these subsidized 
imports taken separately or cumulated 
with each other threaten to cause 
material injury in a real and imment 
manner. Imports from Belgium have 
declined from their high point in 1978, 
with the decline especially noticeable in 
the most recent period, Jan.-June 1982. 
Imports from the U.K. have been at a 
very low level and stable, over the 
entire 4% year period January 1978-June 
1982. 

In terms of import penetration, 
Belgium's share of the U.S. market has 
also declined. But more importantly, the 
Belgium producer Clabecgq, which 
accounted for the vast bulk of Belgium 
plate exports to the United States 
throughout the entire period, was found 
to have been granted de minimis 
subsidies by Commerce.* Without 
Clabecgq, import penetration by Belgium 
plate was less than 1 percent in all 
periods, January 1978-June 1982. (The 
import penetration ratios without 
Clabecq’s figures are confidential.) U.K. 
import penetration for plate only 
reached 0.5 percent in calendar year 
1981, and has receded since then. 

Pricing information on Belgian plate 
supply indicates no evidence of price 
cutting to gain market share. Price data 
for the U.K. were not available, 
probably due to the country’s small 
presence in the market. 

The EC has a voluntary quota system 
for steel plate. Belgium and U.K. 
producers have had to cut production on 
these products during the period of 
investigation, and the amount of the 
cutback has increased.* This system 
restricts total production, including 
exports to the U.S. market. Belgium and 
U.K. producers are pledged under the 
Davignon Plan of the European 
Communities to end state subsidies, and 
rationalize production and capacity by 
1985. Such rationalizations if undertaken 
will result in capacity cutbacks for most 
steel products, including hot-rolled 
plate.%” 


% See Report at II-32. 
%See Report at E-5. 
% See Report at E-8. 
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IV. Hot-rolled carbon steel sheet and 
strip 
A. Belgium 


1. Imports.** Imports from Belgium 
grew irregularly from 77,000 tons in 1978 
to 108,000 tons in 1981.°° Imports in 
January-June 1982 were 54,000 tons 
compared to 13,000 during the first half 
of 1981.1 

As a share of apparent U.S. 
consumption they grew from 0.4 percent 
in 1978 to 0.7 percent in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, they had risen to 0.9 
percent compared to 0.2 percent for 
January-June 1981.'!* 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. On a small 
base, margins of underselling by Belgian 
hot-rolled sheet ranged from 1 to 8 
percent. In other instances the domestic 
product undersold comparable Belgian 
products. * 

Of lost sales allegations checked, 
three were confirmed, all due to price. 
They covered 0.5 percent of Belgian 
sales, 13 104 

3. Subsidies. The subsidies reported 
on subject Belgian steel ranged from 0 to 
13.4 percent. A weighted average margin 
was Calculated which was very close to 
the top range of this margin, a reflection 
of the small role played by Clabecg, 
with its zero subsidy. 


B. France 


1. Imports. Imports from France fell 
irregularly from 694,000 tons in 1978 to 
461,000 tons in 1981. In January-June 
1982 they were 125,000 tons, 28 percent 
below levels for the comparable period 
of 1981.15 

The U.S. market share of such imports 
fell irregularly from 3.8 percent in 1978 
to 3.1 percent in 1981. In January-June 
1982 this ratio was 2.2 percent, about the 
same level as that recorded for the first 
half of 1981. 1% 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. The pattern 
of pricing is not particularly clear. In 


- about half of the observations, French 


imports undersold the domestic product 
by margin ranging from 1 to 10 percent. 
In the other half, the French prices were 
equal to or greater than domestic 
prices. '°7 

Of 27 lost sales allegations checked, 
19 were confirmed, 16 due to price. The 


** Data for Belgium and Luxembourg are not 
separately reported. However, the overwhelming 
bulk of the combined imports are from Belgium. See 
Report at II-24. 

8*-103 Report at IlI-24; HI-27; 111-30; I-43; 111-48, 
respectively. 

The period of coverage is January 1980 through 
December 1981 because the Belgium/Luxembourg 
data cannot be disaggregated for January-June 1982. 

105—119 Report at I1I-32; (11-30; 111-43; I-47 and 48; 
Il]-21; and IlI-27, respectively. 
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confirmed lost sales represented 0.4 
percent of French sales.’ 

3. Subsidies. French subsidies ranged 
from 4.0 to 21.4 percent. The weighted 
average margin was close to twenty 
percent and thus at the high end of the 
range. ‘°° 


C. Italy 


1. Imports. The volume of imports 
from Italy fell from 250,000 tons in 1978 
to 70,000 tons in 1981. For January-June 
1982, they were 62,000 up dramatically 
from the one year earlier level of 5,000 
tons. 1!° 

As a ratio of apparent U.S. 
consumption, they fell from 1.4 percent 
in 1978 to 0.5 percent in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, the share was 1.1 
percent, up from the 0.1 percent level of 
the like period of 1981.'" 

2. Prices and Lost Sales. Little 
comparative pricing information is 
available indicates that Italian steel is 
not underselling U.S. steel by large 
margins. 

Of 3 lost sales allegations checked, 
two small ones were confirmed, both on 
the basis of price.‘ They represent 0.2 
percent of Italian sales. 

3. Subsidies. The size of subsidies 
reported on Italian steel ranged between 
6.3 and 14.6 percent. No weighted 
average could be calculated. 


D. Federal Republic of Germany 


1. Imports. Imports from Germany fell 
from 677,000 tons in 1978 to 329,000 tons 
in 1981. In January-June 1982, they were 
179,000 tons, up 66 percent from the 
level for the first half of 1981.1! 

Their share of U.S. comsumption fell 
from 3.7 percent in 1978 to 2.2 percent in 
1981, before rebounding to 3.2 percent in 
the first half of 1982. However, these 
figures are significantly overstated 
because approximately two-thirds of the 
volume comes from firms excluded from 
Commerce's final subsidy 
determinations. 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Price 
comparisons with just the steel imported 
from the German mills included in 
Commerce’s final subsidy determination 
were not possible. The overall data, 
including steel from all German sources, 
indicate a pattern of overselling by the 
German imports. 

Of 18 lost sales allegations checked, 
only 6 were confirmed, 5 of them due to 
price.'** The confirmed lost sales 
represent 0.4 percent of all sales of 
subject German imports during the 
period. 

3. Subsidies. The only German 
producer not excluded from Commerce's 


"¥ 13 Report at IlI-30; Ill-47; and III-32, 
respectively. 
"4 Report at Ill-47. 


final subsidy determination, Stahlwerke 
Peine-Salzgitter AG, received a de 
minimis subsidy which would be 
assessed at zero. 


E. Determinations 


Because of the de minimis subsidies 
involved, subsidized hot-rolled carbon 
steel sheet and strip from the Federal 
Republic of Germany cannot be 
contributing to material injury to the 
U.S. industry in this product line. Norris 
it threatening to do so within the 
meaning of the Act. I have found it 
appropriate to cumulate the impact of 
subject imports from Belgium, France, 
and Italy, all of which are receiving 
significant subsidies. I find in the 
affirmative on these three cases because 
taken together, the subsidization of this 
subject steel has been shown to be 
having a material impact on the 
worsening situation of the domestic 
industry. 


V. Cold-rolled Carbon Steel Sheet and 
Strip 
A. France 


1. Imports. The volume of French 
imports declined irregularly from 260,000 
short tons in 1978 to 154,000 tons in 1981. 
In January-June 1982, imports of 94,000 
short tons were recorded compared to 
67,000 tons during the same period of 
1981. 115 

As a share of apparent U.S 
consumption, French imports declined 
slightly from 1.2 percent in 1978 to 1.0 
percent in 1982. In January-June 1982, 
French import penetration was 1.4 
percent compared to 0.8 percent for the 
same period one year earlier. '"® 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data shows wide variations with 
margins of underselling by French sheet 
never in excess of 13 percent and more 
instances of overselling than 
underselling. 1?” 

Of 17 allegations of lost sales 
investigated, 13 were confirmed, seven 
of them due to price.''* Confirmed lost 
sales covered 3.4 percent of French 
sales. 

3. Subsidies. The subsidies reported 
on French cold-rolled sheet ranged from 
3.7 percent to 19.5 percent with a 
weighted average of 14.3 percent. 


B. Italy 


1. Imports. The volume of Italian 
imports declined irregularly from 213,000 
short tons in 1978 to 55,000 short tons in 
1981. During the January-June 1982 
period they reached 43,000 tons 


4 118Report at IV-25; IV-28; IV-42; and IV-43, 
respectively. 
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compared to a negligible amount for the 
first half of the previous yea:.'*® 

As a ratio of U.S. consumption, Italian 
imports declined from 1.2 percent in 
1978 to 0.3 percent in 1981. In January- 
June 1982 they registered 0.6 percent 
compared to a share of less than 0.05 
percent for the first half of the previous 
year. '”° ‘ 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data show that Italian cold- 
rolled sheet undersold the domestic 
product by a maximum of 8 percent; in a 
slightly greater number of instances they 
oversold the domestic product by 
margins as great as 21 percent. !?! 

Lost sales data show that one of three 
allegations checked was confirmed, and 
it was not attributable to price. The lost 
sale did not cover even a tenth of one 
percent of Italian sales during the 
period. 

3. Subsidies. The size of subsidies 
found by Commerce varied from 6.3 to 
14.6 percent. No weighted average could 
be calculated. 


C. The Federal Republic of Germany 


1. Imports. Total German imports 
declined from 665,000 tons in 1978 to 
400,000 tons in 1981. In January-June 
1982 their volume reached 166,000 tons 
compared to 104,000 tons for the same 
period of 1981. !?? 

The ratio of German imports to 
apparent consumption declined slightly 
from 3.0 percent in 1978 to 2.5 percent in 
1981. The penetration was 2.5 percent in 
January-June 1982 compered to 1.2 
percent in the same period of 1981.** 

However, these data grossly overstate 
the volume of imports subject to 
Commerce's final affirmative subsidy 
determination. Export data suggest that 
the latter have hovered around a level 
less than one-fifth of the data given 
above. 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. 
Comparative pricing data show German 
imports to have generally oversold the 
domestic product. 

Lost sales information show that only 
9 of the 20 allegations checked were 
confirmed, and none were due to price 
as the major reason. '** Confirmed lost 
sales covered 0.02 percent of total 
German sales during the period, January 
1980-June 1982. 

3. Subsidies, Only one German 
producer of cold-rolled sheet and strip, 
Stalwerke Peine-Salzgitter AG, was 
found to be receiving subsidies. 
Commerce reported them as de minimis 
and would assess them at zero. 


11 122 Report at IV-25; IV-28; IV-42, and IV-25, 
respectively. 
123 124 Report at IV-28; IV-43, respectively. 
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D. Determinations 


The absence of any subsidy margins 
on the subject imports of German steel, 
as discussed earlier, eliminates them as 
a source of material injury or threat 
thereof. Nor would they contribute in 
any way to material injury from other 
subject imports. The significant subsidy 
margins on the French end Italian 
. imports, coupled with the low or 
negative margins of underselling, lead to 
the conclusion that the subsidies have 
been instrumental in causing a 
cumulated impact of material injury to 
the weak domestic industry. 


VI. Carbon Steel Structural Shapes 


A. Belgium '** 


1. Jmports. Imports of structural 
shapes from Belgium and Luxembourg?”® 
grew from 307,000 short tons in 1978 to 
403,000 tons in 1981. In the first half of 
1982 their level was 161,000 tons, down 
from 189,000 tons for the same period of 
~ 1981, 127 

Their ratio to U.S. consumption grew 
from 5.4 percent in 1978 to 6.9 percent in 
1981. In January-June 1982 the level was 
6.9 percent compared to 6.0 percent for 
the same period in 1981. 1° 

Analysis of export data indicates that 
roughly half of the total volume 
originates in each nation. '° 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data show margin of 1 to 27 
percent by which the Belgian imports 
generally undersold the domestic 
product. 

Of 25 allegations of lost sales 
checked, 23 were confirmed, all of which 
were due to price as the major reason. 
Confirmed lost sales covered 0.3 percent 
of Belgian sales.**° 

3. Subsidies. Belgian steel was found 
to benefit from a subsidy of 13.2 percent. 


B. France 


1. Jmports. Imports of French 
structural shapes fell from 99,000 short 
tons in 1978 to 52,000 tons in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, their level was 27,000 
tons, just 2,000 tons below that for the 
same period of 1981.1" 

The French ratio of apparent U.S. 
consumption declined from 1.7 percent 
in 1978 to 0.9 percent in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, the French 
penetration was 1.2 percent, compared 
to 0.9 percent for the same period of one 
year earlier. '* 


125 Official import data for Belgium and 
Luxembourg are not separately reported. 

126 See Report at V-34. 

127 28 See Report at V-29 and V-32, respectively. 

12° The period for lost sales coverage for Belgium 
and Luxembourg was January 1980 through 
December 1981. 

1 See footnote 46 and Report at V-53. 


2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data showed French imports 
generally underselling the domestic 
product by margins of 1 to 11 percent. 1** 

Of six allegations of lost sales 
covered, six were confirmed, all due to 
price. '** The confirmed lost sales 
covered 0.5 percent of French sales in 
the period. 

3. Subsidies. French imports were 
found to benefit from a subsidy of 11-14 
percent. 


C. The United Kingdom 


1. Imports. Imports of structural 
shapes from the United Kingdom grew 
irregularly from 72,000 short tons in 1978 
to 136,000 tons in 1981. In January-June 
1982, 37,000 tons were imported 
compared to 75,000 tons for the same 
period of 1981.1*° 

The United Kingdom's share of 
consumption grew from 1.3 percent in 
1978 to 2.3 percent in 1981. The 
penetration in January-June 1982 was 
1.6 percent compared to 2.4 percent for 
the same period of 1981. '*¢ 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. On a small 
sample, comparable pricing data 
revealed that U.K. imports undersold the 
domestic product by 13 percent. '°” 

Of 5 allegations of lost sales checked, 
four were confirmed, all due to price. '* 
The confirmed lost sales covered 2.7 
percent of U.K. sales during the period. 

3. Subsidies. Imports from the United 
Kingdom were found to benefit from 
subsidies of 20.3 percent. 


D. Luxembourg. 


1. Imports. The import volumes and 
ratios for Luxembourg were discussed 
above with those for Belgium. 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data revealed a pattern in which 
the imports undersold the domestic 
product by generally large margins 
which ranged from 2 to 38 percent. '*® 

Of 24 allegations of lost sales 
checked, all 24 were confirmed with 
price cited as the major reason. '*° 
Confirmed lost sales covered 2.8 percent 
of imports from Luxembourg. 

3. Subsidies. Imports from 
Luxembourg were found to benefit from 
subsidies ranging in size from 0.5 to 1.5 
percent, with a weighted average of 
about 0.5 percent. 


E. The Federal Republic of Germany 


1. Imports. Total German imports fell from 
167,000 tons in 1978 to 109,000 tons in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, the volume was 62,000 
tons compared to 48,000 tons for the same 
period of 1981.'* 


13 135 Report at V-29; V-32; V-49; V-53; and V-29, 
respectively. 

136 149 Report at V-32; V-49; V-53; V-49; and V-53, 
respectively. 


a 


The German share of U.S. 
consumption declined from 2.9 percent 
in 1978 to 1.9 percent in 1981. In 
January-June 1982, the import 
penetration was 2.7 percent compared to 
1.5 percent for the like period of 1981. '*? 

However, these figures overstate the 
magnitude of subject imports because 
they include imports from German firms 
found not to be receiving subsidies. A 
comparison with export data provided 
by German producers indicates that the 
degree of overstatement is modest. 

2. Pricing and Lost Sales. Comparable 
pricing data revealed a pattern of 
frequent underselling by the German 
imports. The margins varied from 1 to 28 
percent. '% 

Of 9 allegations of lost sales checked, 
8 were confirmed, all with price as the 
major reason. '** 

3. Subsidies. Only one German 
producer of structural shapes, 
Stahlwerke Rochling-Burbach Gmbh 
was found to receive a subsidy greater 
than zero percent. It was evaluated at 
1.131 percent. Another producer, 
Stahiwerke Peine-Salzgitter AG, 
received an affirmative subsidy finding 
in which the subsidy was officially 
listed as 0.000. The weighted average of 
these subsidies on subject steel in 1981 
was 0.0 percent. 


F. Determinations 


Within the meaning of the Act, 
imports of subsidized German structural 
shapes cannot possibly contribute to or 
threaten to contribute to any material 
injury experienced by the U.S. industry. 
The vast majority of these imports 
benefit from a subsidy evaluated at 
zero, while a tiny portion receive a small 
subsidy. These facts are played against 
a picture in which the German steel 
generally undersells the domestic 
product by up to 8 percent. The German 
subsidies cannot possibly have any 
significance whatsoever in the 
performance of German imports in the 
U.S. market. 

The reasons for my negative 
determination on Luxembourg are 
similar. Though the subsidies are 
somewhat higher with a weighted 
average of 0.6 percent, Luxembourg’s 
margins of underselling are even greater. 
Surely, the insignificant subsidies have 
accorded these imports no measurable 
advantage in the market place that they 
would not have had without the 
subsidies. Nor is there any real and 
imminent threat to the U.S. industry that 
this situation will change. There is no 
information demonstrating that 


'4r 144 Report at V-29; V-32; V-53; and V-53, 
respectively. 
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subsidies will rise above their present 
levels. The import penetration is stable 
and there are no indications of a policy 
of price cutting to gain market share. 
Structural shapes are also subject to 
voluntary quotas on production in the 
EC. The amount of cutbacks has been 
substantial, and in general, increasing.'* 
This has the effect of restraining total 
production (including that available for 
export). As in plate, Luxembourg is 
pledged under the Davignon Plan to end 
all state subsidies by 1985, and 
rationalize its steel industry. If 
successful, this restructuring will result 
in capacity reductions for most steel 
products, including structurals. 

Finally, I have found the cumulated 
impact of imports from Belgium, France, 
and the United Kingdom to be one of ° 
material injury to the weakened U.S. 
industry. The significance of imports 
from all three countries, which benefit 
from large subsidies, is manifest when 
the sizes of the subsidies are compared 
to the margins of underselling for these 
imir 


Vi ‘¢ Rolled Carbon Steel Bar from 
the United Kingdom 


A. Imports 


Imports of hot rolled bar from the 
United Kingdom grew irregularly from 
88,000 tons in 1978 to 117,000 tons in 
1981. For January-June 1982 they stood 
at 42,000 tons, identical to the level for 
the same period of 1981. '** 

The share of the United Kingdom is 
apparent. U.S. consumption grew from 
1.3 percent in 1978 to 2.6 percent in 1981. 
For January-June 1982, import 
penetration stood at 2.4 percent 
compared to 1.7 percent for the first half 
of 1981. !*7 


B. Pricing and Lost Sales 


The comparative pricing data on this 
product line indicate margins of 
underselling of between 9 and 12 
percent. '** Reports of overselling by the 
British product are on the record. '*® 

Of six confirmed lost sales, three were 
due to price. Confirmed lost sales 
represented 5.7 percent of U.K. sales. 


C. Subsidies 


The size of subsidies ranged from 1.88 
to 20.33 percent, with a weighted 
average of about 15 percent (based on 
1981 export volumes). 


D. Determination 


I have determined that subsidized 
imports of hot-rolled bar from the United 
Kingdom are causing material injury to 


4 See Rep rt at E-6. 
4 149 See Report at VI-23; VI-26; VI-33; and VI- 
34, respectively. 


the domestic industry. The major factors 
included the significance of the 
subsidies in maintaining the 
competitiveness of British steel; 
elimination of the subsidies found by 
Commerce would have an impact on the 
ability of the United Kingdom to 
maintain its market share in competing 
with a severely injured U.S. industry. 
The size of the U.K. share in itself is 
rather small. But that share has 
increased significance to the extent it is 
maintained with the aid of large 
subsidies at a time when the U.S. 
industry is operating with the specter of 
daily shut-down decisions. 


VIII. These Cases, the Industry, and its 
Problems 


There are some important conclusions 
and questions to be drawn from the 
range of individual cases before the 
Commission in these investigations, and 
it would be extremely myopic to close 
these views without taking a longer 
view of the United States steel industry, 
of which the five carbon steel product 
lines before us here form but a segment. 

The general perception of this 
industry is that it is suffering its most 
severe crisis in modern times, a crisis 
brought on by the most severe recession 
since the Great Depression, by years of 
neglect, and by the successful inroads of 
imports into once secure markets. All 
these factors have had a bearing on this 
investigation. But, unlike the automobile 
import relief investigation of December 
1980'®, the issue before the Commission 
was not whether imports as a whole are 
a substantial cause of the industry's 
problems. Rather, we were to decide 
whether the specific imports had caused 
material injury or threatened to do so 
because of subsidies which Commerce 
found them to be receiving. These 
sixteen cases are but a small part of the 
steel proceedings presently before the 
Commission. The petitions filed in 
January 1982 resulted in 92 preliminary 
investigations, 59 of them countervailing 
duty and 33 antidumping in nature. That 
“only” sixteen have been decided at this 
time is a reflection of the fact that 39 of 
the 59 countervailing duty cases were 
ended by negative preliminary 
determinations by the Commission, 
three were terminated by Commerce 
because no final subsidies were found, 
one was suspended for a time by 
Commerce, and the surviving 
antidumping cases are on a slower time’ 
track. More recently initiated steel cases 
on these and other product lines are in 
progress. 


8° Certain Motor Vehicles * * *, Inv. No. TA- 
201-44, USITC Pub.-No. 110, December 1980. 
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A. Overall Industry Performance 


Despite the narrow scope of the 
present cases, certain overall industry 
data serve as a necessary background. 
Aggregate capacity utilization, profit, 
and employment data for the raw steel 
melting facilities common to all lines are 
crucial to understanding industry 
performance in the individual product 
lines, and thus, to determinations made 
on the best available information. 


Capacity utilization in raw steel is 
particularly significant since it measures 
the common constraint on full 
simultaneous utilization of all milling 
operations. There is normally planned 
excess capacity in the milling operations 
of any individual product category to 
allow continuous adjustment of the 
product mix to maximize aggregate 
profits on all lines. '*! 

Capacity utilization in U.S. raw steel 
production in 1978 was 87 percent. The 
May 1980 cases, which were terminated 
by the petitions before the conclusion of 
the final investigations, were conducted 
when raw steel capacity utilization had 
just peaked at 88 percent (1979). At that 
time I concluded that: 


* * * with raw material steel operating at 
what amounts to almost full capacity, it does 
not appear that the solution to these 
problems can be found in selling more steel. 
Rather, the problems of all product lines and 
the larger industry appear to lie in the price 
at which the steel is sold and the costs at 
which it is made, not the quantity 
produced. '*? 

By the time of the’February 1982 
preliminary determinations, the 
situation had changed: the U.S. industry 
had a significant overall volume 
problem. Since February the steel 
industry has further declined, and its 


151 ]t is important to note that although the 
condition of the individual industries cannot be 
fully understood without reference to data for the 
overall steel industry, each of the five product 
categories is in itself a relatively large aggregate. 
The Commission is charged with the responsibility 
to assess the impact of subject imports on the 
domestic production of a like product, available 
data permitting. Combining all five categories—-plus 
perhaps others not included in these 
investigations—into a single industry producing all 
steel would violate the clear meaning of the 
statutory language of section 771(4)(A) and (D). To 
do so would fly in the face of consistent 
Commission practice in all previous steel cases and 
blunt beyond recognition the meaning of “like 
product.” To date, the product line approach used 
by the Commission here has been employed in over 
200 investigations without objection from the U.S. 
industry or importers. 

There is no substantive for a careful, 
discriminating approach which makes use of the 
best available information on the individual product 
lines as well as the overall industry of which they 
are components. 

‘8? See Certain Carbon Steel Products .. . (May 
1980), “Statement of Reasons of Commissioner 
Paula Stern,” at 39-71. 
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capacity utilization is presently at 40 
percent. '®* 

In an industry with high fixed costs, 
reduced levels of production usually 
have a rather dramatic impact on profits 
because the financial breakeven point 
occurs at a relatively high level of 
capacity utilization. The data assembled 
by the staff indicate that it is unlikely 
that the industry could show any profits 
on all steel operations if raw steel is at 
much less than 70 percent capability 
utilization. For 17 steel producers 
accounting for 82 percent of U.S. 
production in 1980, overall operating 
profits on steel operations as a ratio of 
net sales fell from 5.0 percent in 1978 to 
2.0 percent in 1980. Although 1981 saw a 
slight recovery, '* there is no doubt that 
1982 will be far more catastrophic. 

Carbon steel production is far less 
profitable to the domestic industry than 
overall steel operations. Since the 
banner year of 1978, profits on overall 
operations of establishments producing 
carbon steel products have steadily 
declined, with the exception of 1981. By 
June 1982 the 926 million dollar profits of 
1978 had become staggering losses of 1.2 
billion dollars, and that is just for a half- 
year reporting period. For the first half 
of 1982, 14 of 20 reporting firms reported 
losses on their carbon steel operations. 

The catastrophic impact of this 
decline on steelworkers is shared by the 
huge number of unemployed workers in 
the industry. Estimates vary between 
150,000 and 180,000, perhaps a third of 
all steel workers in the country. '** 

There is no question that the physical 
and human resources are available to 
increase enormously the output of this 
industry in all the product lines before 
us here. * 

Weakened State of Steel Industry. — 
Any industry becomes especially 
vulnerable to additional injury when it 
is operating in the red. The steel 
industry, for the products being dealt 
with here, is so far below its break-even 
point that the prospect of continuing 
huge short-term losses is forcing 
shutdown decisions, many of which may 
be long-term in nature. '** Shut downs 


‘83 American Metal Market, October 13, 1982, at 4. 
Figure for week ending October 9, 1982. 

‘4 The profit data for 1981 in the Report at I-53 
are not comparable because they do not include the 
performance of a firm operating under Chapter XI of 
the Federal Bankruptcy Act; therefore I have not 
mentioned them. 

188 American Iron and Steel Institute, from 
responses from 26 companies representing 85 
percent of domestic steel production, reports 134,049 
wage workers and 10,737 salaried workers were on 
lay-off status as of October 16, 1982. 

16 See Report at I-11 and I-12. 


create particularly severe hardships for 
the affected employees and 
communities. Because of this unique 
situation, I have voted affirmative in 
some cases on imports involving very 
small shares of the U.S. market in the 
belief that qualitative decisions on some 
plant shut downs hang in the balance. 
This situation reflects the Commission’s 
long-established practice of approaching 
every investigation with an eye for the 
salient details of the particular industry. 
The framework for such considerations 
is a consistent application of statutory 
principles. *57 


B. Problems of the U.S. Industry 


The legislative history of the Act 
specifically instructs the Commission to 
take into account causes of injury, other 
than the subject imports, '** without 
weighing those other causes against 
those of the subsidized imports. These 
factors include a delayed modernization, 
the prolonged, deep recession, a non- 
competitive cost structure, an 
overvalued dollar, and other foreign 
competitors not the subject of these 
investigations. 

Prolonged, Deep Recession.—Perhaps 
the most serious short-range, but 
increasingly long-lived, problem facing 
the U.S. steel industry is the sharp drop 
in demand for its products caused by the 
continued slump in two major steel end- 
markets, the automobile and 
construction industries. This decline in 
demand is compunded by structural 
changes within these end-markets, such 
as the downsizing of automobiles and 
the use of lighter-weight materials in 
their construction. If total steel 
consumption in the United States in 1982 
finishes out at the first-half rate, it will 
be significantly below the Jowest level 
recorded in the last decade. 

Delayed Modernization.—There has 
been much discussion about the level of 
investment undertaken by this industry. 


87S. Rept. No. 96-249, 1979, at 57 notes that 
industries facing a multiplicity of problems are 
“often the most vulnerable to subsidized imports.” 

88 Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of 
Representatives, Trade Agreements Act of 1979, 
H.R. 96-317, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. (1979) at 47: 

Of course, in examining the overall injury being 
experienced by a domestic industry, the ITC will 
take into account evidence presented to it which 
demonstrates that the harm attributed by the 
petitioner to the subsidized or dumped imports is 
attributable to such other factors. 

However, the petitioner will not be required to 
bear the burden of proving the negative, that-is, that 
material injury is not caused by such other factors, 
nor will the ITC be required to make any precise, 
mathematical calculations as to the harm associated 
with respect to such factors. In short, the Committee 
does not view overall injury caused by unfair 
competition, such as dumping, to require as strong a 
causation link to unfairly competitive imports as 
would be required for cetermining the existence of 
injury under fair trade conditions. 
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For at least a decade investment levels 
have been inadequate to keep the U.S. 
industrial plant modern. Testimony in 
the January 1982 cases pointed to a 
capital replacement cycle moving 
toward fifty years compared to a 
desirable one of fourteen years. *® The 
industry's gains from its most recent 
upswing—which is now long over— 
were totally inadequate to sustain a rate 
of investment necessary to improve 
significantly this situation. Key 
investment in new technology continues 
“waiting for Godot.” 

Furthermore, a large portion of the 
total investment that has been 
undertaken has gone to satisfying 
stricter mandatory standards for 
environmental and safety protection.'© 
Further investment funds have gone into 
diversification beyond the traditional 
bounds of the steel industry. '** While 
these investments may be socially 
desirable or economically sound, they 
have not added in the short run to 
productivity in the steel industry. All 
these investment factors—not under the 
control of steel workers—may also help 
explain in part why productivity gains of 
U.S. steel workers have not kept pace 
with the growth of their wages. 

Non-competitive Cost Structure.— 
Partly as a result of a very effective 
cost-of-living adjustment negotiated by 
the United Steel Workers of America 
and the unexpected increase in the rate 
of inflation during the last decade, there 
has been an accelerating growth of 
wages at a rate far higher than in 
general manufacturing. In the decade 
1971-1981, total cost per hour (payroll 
and benefits) of wage workers in steel 
grew at an annual rate of 12.4 percent 
while productivity grew at 2.0 percent 
per year. In 1977 steel wages stood at 
153 percent of those in general 
manufacturing. By 1980 this number had 
grown to 175 percent. The wages of 
foreign steel workers seem to have 
remained considerably below those of 
their U.S. counterparts over the entire 
decade. For example, in 1980 the English 
average hourly compensation in steel 
was about 49 percent of that in the 
United States, the Japanese rate was 53 
percent, the French rate was 62 percent, 


158 Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Sheet from France, 
Inv. No. 701-TA-85 (Prel.), USITC Pub. 1206, 
January 1982, “Views of Commissioner Paula Stern” 
at 21. - 

‘6° Mandated costs for pollution control and 
worker safety have been estimated at about $365 
million per year during the 1970s, or about 17 
percent of the total annual capital available for 
investment generated by the U.S. steel industry. 

‘61 An important question underlies the issue of 
diversification of investments: why has investment 
in traditional steel making activities been so 
relatively undesirable for U.S. firms? 
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and the German rate was 78 percent. 
Only the Belgian rate approximated that 
for American steel workers. The gap 
grew wider in 1981 due to the rise of the 
dollar. 

Wages have not been the only cost 
problem to this industry. The delayed 
modernization means that highly-paid 
U.S. workers are often forced to use 
obsolete equipment which urther drives 
up unit costs. Additionally, structural 
changes are occurring in the U.S. 
economy which have brought the U.S. 
steel industry additional cost problems. 
Chief among these is the shift in 
economic activity from the Northeast 
and Midwest sections of the country to 
the Gulf Coast and West. Because the 
U.S. steel industry is primarily located 
in the “steel belt” of the Northeast- 
Midwest, it faces disproportionately 
high transport costs to the West and 
Gulf Coasts, where the growth in steel 
consumption is taking place. These costs 
have diminished the relative 
competitiveness of U.S. steel. U.S. 
producers, as‘a result, have sometimes 
bene minor players in the Gulf-and West 
Coast markets. 

Over-valued Dollar.—The unusually 
restrictive monetary policy which has 
raised interest rates to record levels for 
the past two years has produced a 
dramatic climb in the value of the dollar. 
Since the beginning of 1980, the dollar 
has appreciated about 35 percent 
against the currencies of the European 
nations involved in these cases, making 
their steel relatively cheaper by about 25 
percent. In some instances this has been 
a key factor in enabling the subsidies to 
produce a competitive edge by bringing 
relatively less competitive products into 
the range of serious consideration by 
U.S. purchasers. Exchange rate changes 
have also affected foreign producers not 
the subject of these investigations. 

Correlations prepared by staff !* 
show an extremely high and statistically 
significant positive correlation between 
changes in the relative value of the 
dollar (sometimes lagged one year), and 
import penetrations of EC members and 
Japan.'® 

Other Foreign Competitors.—There is 
no question that the share of the U.S. 
consumption of steel mill products 
supplied from foreign sources has grown 
beyond any cyclical variations due to 
phenomena such as relative changes in 
exchange rates. '** Over the last decade, 


162 See Memorandum to the Chairman from the 
Director, Office of Economics, October 14, 1982. 

‘63 For Japan and Canada, the correlations were 
higher without a lag indicating a more rapid 
response to exchange rate changes than found for 
EC nations. 

1 See Table I-12 in Report at I-35. 


domestic producers have supplied 
between 87.6 percent of U.S. 
consumption (1973) and 77.4 percent 
(January-June 1982). With the exception 
of 1979, each successive year since 1973 
has seen the domestically produced 
share of the U.S. market decline. The EC 
share of 7.6 percent in January-June 
1982 is about one-tenth above the 
previous high recorded in 1971. Japan in 
January-June 1982 is near its previous 
high share, reached in 1976. Canada has 
enjoyed slow, steady growth of its share 
of the U.S. market, and in January-June 
1982 is somewhat below its high level of 
2.8 percent achieved in 1981. All other 
foreign sources, however, achieved an 
all-time high market share of 22.6 
percent in January-June 1982 after a 
record share in 1981. Clearly what is, 
unusual about the present situation is 
the recent, general, and simultaneous 
success of virtually all foreign 
competitors in expanding their shares of 
the U.S. market. These results are 
compatible with a significant role being 
played by the recent appreciation of the 
U.S. dollar against most other 
currencies. But they also indicate the 
growing prominence of newly 
industrialized countries such as Taiwan, 
Korea, Brazil, Spain (as well as South 
Africa) in the international trade in 
steel. There is a definite shift in 
comparative advantage underway to 
nations with newly installed, state-of- 
the-art technology and cheap labor. The 
pinch is being felt in Japan and Europe 
as well as in the United States— 
particularly in the lower value-added 
steel products which formed the subject 
of this investigation: 

In this entire picture, the exact 
strategy (or strategies) of the European 
producers has not become crystal clear. 
But the massive efforts expended by 
staff to examine pricing behavior have 
produced no hard evidence to show that 
the Europeans are price leaders or 
depressing prices in the U.S market.'* A 
much more likely conclusion is that they 
are seeking to maintain market share 
while going through a very painful 
rationalization of their own industry. 
However, none of my determinations - 
have relied on the success of the 
Davignon plan for the substance of a 
conclusion that there was no threat or 
injury. 

C. The Replacement Question and the 
Wharton Model 


16 The information given in the report under the 
title “Price suppression, depression” represents only 
lost revenues on specific transactions. Price p 
suppression/ depression is an aggregate market 
phenomena that can only be demonstrated by data 
on market prices. The lost revenue information has 
a bias similar to that discussed on lost sales 
information. 
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In the preliminary investigations, I 
was not able to dismiss “the possibility 
that some other foreign producer stands 
to gain if subject imports are 
reduced.” ' The issue is not a minor 
one. If the subsidized imports are 
exclusively replacing other foreign 
suppliers, rather than U.S. steel firms, 
ipso facto, they could not be causing 
material injury to the domestic industry. 
In the hearings, this issue was dubbed 
the replacement question. No totally 
adequate methodology for answering it 
within the time frame and budgets of the 
parties or the Commission was 
developed. '® 

Econometric work prepared by 
Professor Lawrence Klein was the first 
numerical approach to the problem that 
the Commission has ever received on 
record. With all its faults—in fact, 
because of its faults—an examination of 
Klein's work offers some insights. This 
is not the proper forum for a re 
econometric critique. But I believe some 
points merit general attention. 

The usefulness of any model requiring 
econometric estimates depends 
critically on the quality of the theory it 
embodies, the data employed in the 
estimate, and the assumptions made in 
using the results. The strong points of 
Professor Klein’s work include its use of 
the respected Wharton macroeconomic 
model which has an established track 
record, its reliance on economic theory 
which allows examination of the effects 
of price changes on subject imports from 
the imposition of countervailing duties 
and results which give estimates for 
potential revenue gains to U.S. 
producers from such duties. 

But there are serious problems in 
Klein’s work as well. While using the 
large Wharton model which has a 
demonstrated reliability, affunproven 
mini-model was grafted to the larger one 
to study market share and price 
behavior in the steel industry as a result 
of changes in import pricing. No attempt 
was made to estimate simultaneously 
supply and demand. Thus, the model did 
not reflect the very different supply 
behavior one might expect as capacity 
utilization varied over wide ranges.'® 


166 See “Views of Commissioner Paula Stern, 
Certain Steel Products * * *, February 1982, at 118. 
‘67 In the following I rely heavily on staff work. 

See Memorandum to Commissioner Stern from 
Director, Office of Economics, September 27, 1982. 
Commission economists went to great efforts to 
secure and examine the Wharton work in detail. 
Additional runs were performed for the Commission 
by Wharton. - 

‘6 In fact, Professor Klein in response to my 
questions at the hearing indicated that the present 
capacity utilization in the steel industry was below 
the bottom range of what this model could handle 
with reasonable accuracy. Hearing Transcript at 
449. 
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None of the three import categories of 
this study—the EC, Japan, and All 
Other—adequately matched the subject 
imports. The product groupings did not 
match those of these investigations. 
Further, Klein assumed a full pass- 
through of all countervailing duties to 
the price of imports, a very unlikely 
event given that steel is not inelastically 
demanded. 

Despite these and other faults, I 
believe the results of his first set of 
estimates, when adjusted for only a 60 
percent pass through of the subsidy, 
yield estimates that give us ballpark 
figures for the impact of the subsidies 
involved. These results, prepared by the 
staff in cooperation with Wharton 
Econometrics, indicate that had 
countervailing duties been imposed in 
1981, domestic sales for the U.S. 
industry might have increased a total of 
$300 million on all the products. In | 
absolute terms, this is no small sum. But 
it represents only 0.54 percent of the 55.2 
billion dollars of net sales reported by 
the U.S. industry in 1981.'® Because 
there is no set of supply or cost 
functions for this industry on the record, 
the potential contribution to U.S. steel 
profits from such duties cannot be 
calculated. But it can be certain that if 
duties are assessed, the dent made in 
the current billion dollar losses of this 
industry will be a small one. 

Presumably in response to the debate 
on the role of subsidy analysis, Klein 
submitted two sets of estimates in the 
final investigations compared to the one 
in the preliminary. This second set 
attempts to judge the impact of the 
subject imports in tofo, rather than 
merely the impact of the subsidy. As I 
have made amply clear, I do not accept 
the legal theory underlying this. But it is 
quite interesting that in the original 
presentation, Klein's professional 
inclination was to study the subsidies 
themselves when preparing estimates to 
demonstrate material injury due to 
subsidized imports. It is even more 
interesting that the second set of 
estimates to study the total impact of 
imports are virtually worthless because 
ee model simply was not designed to do 

at. 

To study the total impact of imports, 
the second Klein model‘attempts to 
estimate the hypothetical effect on U.S. 
producers of the total elimination of 
subject imports. The results are 
unrealistic: imports of non-EC steel do 


169 See Report at I-39. If the $55.2 billion were 
adjusted upward to include the 18 percent of U.S. 
raw steel uncovered in this total, the sales gain 
would drop to only 0.54 percent. Using a most 
generous 100 percent pass-through and Klein's 
estimate of $464 million, the estimate of affected 
sales rises to a still small 0.8 percent. 


not change under elimination, whereas 
they increase 204,000 tons in the subsidy 
imposition estimates. This flies in the 
fact of the logical expectation that 
eliminating subject imports would 
certainly have a much greater effect on 
non-EC imports than the mere 
imposition of duties on EC steel. These 
bizarre results arise from the model's 
inability to translate such an elimination 
into a price change that could be entered 
into the model. The price of subject steel 
did not rise or fall, it disappeared! As a 
result, the modelers decided to keep the 
average price of steel sold in the United 
States unchanged, an assumption 
lacking any economic merit. As a result, 
the level of non-EC imports, which only 
responds to price changes in the model, 
could not change. All of the drop in EC 
steel sales thus was captured by U.S. 
producers in the elimination estimates. 
Thus, the second set of estimates is not 
in any sense a study of the replacement 
issue. 

It is fortunate that the result-oriented 
tampering with the non-EC prices 
produced an absurd result, otherwise 
the underlying assumptions might not 
have been so carefully examined. What 
is to be made of all this? The model as 
originally set up by Wharton is a good, if 
somewhat limited, first attempt to study 
the complex replacement phenomenom 


and effect of the European subsidies on . 


U.S. steel producers. It ran aground 
when forced to do something a good 
economist would be unlikely to suggest: 
that the appropriate measure of the 
injury inflicted as a result of unfair 
subsidies should be the total impact of 
the imports, rather than the subsidies. '”° 

D. Employment Effects of the 
Subsidies 

The presence in the record of import 
share price elasticities for the steel 
industry afforded the unique opportunity 
to quantify the employment impact of 
the subsidies. While any such estimates 
are fraught with qualifications, they can 
shed some light on the magnitude of the 
problem faced by the distressed 
steelworkers of the United States as a 
result of the subsidized imports in these 
cases. 

The estimates prepared for me by 
staff gave the domestic industry its most 
sympathetic estimate. The import share 
elasticities were supplied by Wharton 
Econometrics, active as consultants to a 
group of U.S. steel firms. A complete 
pass-through of countervailing duties to 
the prices of imports was assumed. It 
was further assumed that U.S. producers 
would capture all European sales lost as 


”° The results of the total elimination model were 
presented in testimony before the Commission 
without a discussion of its underlying assumptions. 


a result of such duties. The present low 
U.S. productivity figures were used even 
though productivity will definitely rise 
as a result of any such additional sales. 
These are an heroic set of assumptions 
which should produce a large 
overestimate. '”! 

To my astonishment, the total change 
in U.S. direct employment in the steel 
product lines if duties had been imposed 
on a// the subject steel in 1981 would 
have been only 2,259 production jobs. ‘7? 
This number constitutes less than 1.5 
percent of the total number of 
unemployed steelworkers in the United 
States. 

Incidentally, the total estimated U.S. 
employment gains from levying duties 
on all the German imports is 4, 
absolutely insignificant in these cases, 
let alone the overall industry. 

E. Coverage of Affirmative 
Determinations 

Although I have made affirmative 
determinations in 9 of the 16 cases, 
these affirmative determinations cover 
about four-fifths of the volume of 
subsidized imports under consideration 
where there were subsidies found to be 
greater than zero. This translates into 
about two-thirds of the volume of 
imports before the Commission in these 
cases. 

Over 92 percent of the rather small 
total employment effects of the 
subsidies as estimated above are 
covered by my affirmative 
determinations. This is testimony to the 
great weight I have given to the perilous 
overall situation of the industry and its 
workers. 

F. Conclusion 

The overall problems of the steel 
industry have very little to do with the 
subsidized European imports under 
investigation. Under a large number of 
assumptions most generous to the US. 
industry's position, applying duties may 
affect 1.5 percent of unemployed steel 
workers, may increase the sales of U.S. 
firms by less than 1 percent, and 
possibly forestall some marginal plant 
closings. To an industry plagued by 
prolonged, deep recession, delayed 
modernization, a non-competitive cost 
structure, and an over-valued dollar, the 
duties for which I have voted—or even 
the slightly more extensive ones 
supported by the majority—are no 


‘71 The estimates are based on 1981 consumption 
levels, the last year for which there are full-year 
estimates of figures. If consumption falls yet further, 
the estimates should be reduced. 

‘72 To check roughly whether my estimate picked 
up total direct steel employment effects or just mill 
employees, | calculated the average total 
productivity of wage workers in the steel industry in 
1981. This yielded an estimate of 2,029 jobs, quite 
close for a rough approximation. 
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panacea. Some massive readjustments 
are necessary in this industry if it is to 
regain its competitive standing in the 
long run. But even more crucial in the 
short run is an end to the worst 
recession since the Great Depression. In 
the steel industry, the Great Depression 
II has already arrived and to blame 
subsidized imports for any significant 
share of the problems would be to 
deceive. 

By Order of the Commission: 


Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued: November 10, 1982. 


Appendix A contained draft views on 
the definition and condition of the 
domestic industries. 


Appendix A is not being published in 
the Federal Register. 
Appendix B contained Commissioner 
Stern’s Memorandum CO2-F-74 on 
termination of the investigations. 


Appendix B is not being published in 
the Federal Register. 


[FR Doc. 82-32283 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-™ 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Proposed Consent Decree in an Action 
Under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act and Ciean Water Act as 


In accordance with Departmental 
Policy, 28 CFR 50.7, 38 FR 19029, notice 
is hereby given that on October 26, 1982, 
a proposed consent decree in United 
States v. Seymour Recycling 
Corporation, et al., Civil Action No. 
1P80-457-C was lodged with the United 
States District Court for the Southern 
District of Indiana. 

This action was originally filed in 1980 
under Section 7003 of the Resource 
Conservation Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 
6973, against the owners of the Seymour 
Recycling Hazardous Waste Facility. An 
amended complaint was filed 
contemporaneously with the lodging of 
the Consent Decree. The amended 
complaint adds new parties to the action 
and alleges causes of action under the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act, 42 U.S.C 9601, et seg. 

The Consent Decree provides that 
some of the parties of this action who 
are alleged to be responsible for 
disposal and release or threatened 


releases of hazardous wastes and 
substances arising out of the presence/ 
storage, treatment, handling, 
transpoftation or disposal of solid and 
hazardous wastes and substances at 
Freeman Field Industrial Park near 
Seymour, Indiana will undertake to fund 
and insure completion of total surface 
cleanup of the site. The United States 
has retained its rights to proceed against 
all other responsible parties for the 
remaining cleanup or costs of cleanup 
and enforcement. 

The prooposed decree may be 
examined at the Office of the United 
States Attorney, 274 U.S. Courthouse, 46 
E. Ohio Street, Indianapolis, Indiana 
46204, at the Region V Office of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 230 
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60604, and at the Environmental 
Enforcement Section, Room 1515 Land 
and Natural Resources Division of the 
Department of Justice. In requesting a 
copy, please enclose a check in the 
amount of $2.20 (10 cents per page 
reproduction charge) payable to the 
Treasurer of the United States. 

The original notice appeared in the 
Federal Register on October 29, 1982 (47 
FR 49107), and the comment period was 
for ten days expiring on November 8, 
1982. To date, the Department has 
received more than 20 comments from 
16 companies. Pursuant to Judicial Order 
of November 10, 1982, the comment 
period is extended through November 
26, 1982. A hearing on the proposed 
consent decree is currently scheduled to 
be held before the United States Court 
for the Southern District of Indiana on 
November 30, 1982, at 9:30 a.m., in 
Indianapolis, Indiana. Comments should 
be directed to the Assistant Attorney 
General of the Land and Natural 
Resources Division of hte Department of 
Justice, 10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20530, and 
should refer to United States v. Seymour 
Recycling Corporation, et al., DOJ 
Reference #62-26S-19. 

Carol E. Dinkins, 

Assistant Attorney General, Land and 
Natural Resources Division. 

[FR Doc. 82~-32358 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Employment and Training 
Administration 


investigations Regarding . 

Certifications of Eligibility To Apply for 

Worker Adjustment Assistance 
Petitions have been filed with the 
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Secretary of Labor under Section 221(a) 
of the Trade Act of 1974 (“the Act”) and 
are identified in the Appendix to this 
notice. Upon receipt of these petitions, 
the Director of the Office of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance, Employment 
and Training Administration, has 
instituted investigations pursuant to 
Section 221(a) of the Act and 29 CFR 
90.12. 

The purpose of each of the 
investigations is to determine whether 
absolute or relative increases of imports 
of articles like or directly competitive 
with articles produced by the workers’ 
firm or an appropriate subdivision 
thereof have contributed importantly to 
an absolute decline in sales or 
production, or both, of such firm or 
subdivision and to the actual or 
threatened total or partial separation of 
a significant number or proportion of the 
workers of such firm or subdivision. 

Petitioners meeting these eligibility 
requirements will be certified as eligible 
to apply for adjustment assistance under 
Title II, Chapter 2, of the Act in 
accordance with the provisions of 
Subpart B of 29 CFR Part 90. The 
investigations will further relate, as 
appropriate, to the determination of the 
date on which total or partial 
separations began or threatened to 
begin and the subdivision of the firm 
involved. : 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.13, the 
petitioners or any other persons showing 
a Substantial interest in the subject 
matter of the investigations may request 
a public hearing, provided such request 
is filed in writing with the Director, 
Office of Trade Adjustment Assistance, 
at the address shown below, not later 
than December 3, 1982. 

Interested persons are invited to - 
submit written comments regarding the 
subject matter of the investigations to 
the Director, Office of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance, at the address shown below, 
not later than December 3, 1982. 

The petitions filed in this case are 
available for inspection at the Office of 
the Director, Office of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance, Employment and Training 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Labor, 601 D Street, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20213. 

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 15th day of 
November 1982. 

Marvin M. Fooks, 


Director, Office of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance. 
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APPENDIX | 
‘ , Date Date of a 
a nan on 


Ames Coal Co. (WOrk@r8) ........<scsce-ssesssseesessennvnerenctoen 
peer heli chs echo trerdoes (USWA)... 


Howard Industries, Div. of MSL industries, inc. 
(IBEW). 

industrial Fabricating & Engineering Co. (company)... 
United Technologies—Automotive Group (workers) ... 


[FR Doc. 82-32083 Filed 11-22-82; 8:45 a.m.] 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ON OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE 


Meeting 


November 22, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 10{a)(2) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 
U.S.C. App. (1976), as amended, notice is 
hereby given that the National Advisory 
Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere 
(NACOA) will hold a meeting on 
Monday and Tuesday, December 13-14, 
1982. The meeting will be held in Rooms 
416 and B-100, Page Building #1, 2001 
Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

The Committee, consisting of 18 non- 
Federal members appointed by the 
President from academia, business and 
industry, public interest organizations, 
and State and local government, was 
established by Congress by Pub. L. 95- 
63, on July 5, 1977. Its duties are to (1) 
undertake a continuing review, on a 
selective basis, of national ocean policy, 
coastal zone management, and the 
status of the marine and atmospheric 
science and service programs of the 
United States; (2) advise the Secretary 
of Commerce with respect to carrying 
cut of the programs administered by the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration; and (3) submit an 
annual report to the President and to the 
Congress setting forth an assessment, on 
a selective basis, of reports as may from 
time to time be requested by the 
President or Congress. 

The Tentative Agenda is as follows: 


Monday, December 13, 1982 


Page Building #1, Room 416, 2001 
Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 


Charleston, W. VG. atinbeiinntebiel 


11/8/82 
11/10/82 
11/9/82 
11/3/82 
11/8/82 


11/8/82 
11/4/82 
11/29/82 
11/2/82 


11/10/82 | 11/5/82 


10/27/82 


11/8/82 
11/8/82 
11/8/82 
11/5/82 
11/8/82 
11/3/82 
11/5/82 


11/4/82 
10/28/82 


11/5/82 | 11/3/82 
11/4/82 


11/5/82 | 11/3/82 


11/1/82 | TA-W-13,932........| Coal mining. 


11/22/82 | TA-W-13,938 


11/3/82 | TA-W-13,939. 
11/3/82 | TA-W-13,940. 
10/27/82 | TA-W-13,941. 


10/12/82 | TA-W-13,944 
14/4/82 | TA-W-13,945 


10/29/82 | TA-W-13,947 
TA-W-13,948 





9:00 a.m.—10:30 a.m. 

Plenary 

9:00 a.m.—9:15 a.m. 
Announcements 
9:15 a.m.—10:30 a.m. 

Congressman John Breaux Exclusive 

Economic Zone 
10:30 a.m.—12:30 p.m. 

Review and Approval of Marine 
Transportation Report, Panel Chairman: 
Don Walsh 

12:30 p.m.—1:30 p.m. 

Lunch 

1:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. 

Plenary 

Review and Approval of Coast Guard 
Report Panel Chairman: Michael R. 
Naess 

3:00 p.m.—5:00 p.m. 

Panel Meeting 

U.S. Ocean Policy Response to LOS 
Chairman: FitzGerald Bemiss 

Topic: Panel Work Session 

5:00 p.m. 

Adjourn 


Tuesday, December 14, 1982 


Page Building #1, Rooms B-100 and 416, 
4001 Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 


8:30 a.m.—12:00 Noon 
Panel Meetings 
8:30 a.m.—10:00 a.m. 
Hydrology, Chairman: Paul Bock, Room B- 
100 


Topic: Panel Work Session 
8:30 a.m.—12:00 Noon 
Radioactive Waste Disposal, Chairman: 
John A. Knauss, Room 416 
Topic: Panel Work Session 
10:00 a.m.—12:00 Noon 
Sea Grant, Chairman: Jack R. Van Lopik, 
Room B-100 
Topic: Panel Work Session 
12:00 Noon-1:00 p.m. 
Lunch 
1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. 
Plenary 
Action Items 
Panel Reports 
3:00 p.m. 
Adjourn 


Persons desiring to attend will be admitted 
to the extent seating is available. Persons 
wishing to make formal statements should 
notify the Chairman in advance of the 
meeting. The Chairman retains the 
prerogative to place limits on the duration of 
oral statements and discussions. Written 
statements may be submitted before or after 
each session. 

Additional information concerning this 
meeting may be obtained through the 
Committee’s Executive Director, Steven N. 
Anastasion, whose mailing address is: 
National Advisory Committee on Oceans and 
Atmosphere, 3300 Whitehaven Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20235. 

Dated: November 22, 1982. 

Steven N. Anastasion, 
Executive Director. 

[FR Doc. 82-32408 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-12-M 


NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 


[Notice (82-66)] 


NASA Advisory Council, Space 
Systems and Technology Advisory 
Committee; Meeting 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 
ACTION: Notice of meeting. 


suMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Pub. 
L. 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
NASA Advisory Council, Space Systems 
and Technology Advisory Committee, 
Ad Hoc Advisory Subcommittee on 
Structures/Controls Interaction. 

DATE AND TIME: December 14, 1982, 9 
a.m. to 5 p.m.; December 15, 1982, 9 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. 
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ADDRESS; National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Room 625, 
Independence Ave., SW., Washington, 
DC. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr: Deene J. Weidman, National 
Aeonautics and Space Administration, 
Code RTM-6, Washington, DC 20546 
(202/755-3277). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This ad 
hoc subcommittee was formed with 
representation from the three existing 
advisory subcommittees for the express 
purpose of reviewing the control and 
structures interactions problems of large 
flexible spacecraft. This subcommittee 
will assess current needs and structural 
methodology for spacecraft and 
recommend actions to provide 
technology needs for the future. The 
Subcommittee, chaired by Dr. Joseph 
Garibotti, is comprised of seven 
members. The meeting will be open to 
the public up to the seating capacity of 
the room (approximately 40 persons, 
including the Subcommittee members 
and participants). 

Type of meeting 

Open 
Agenda 

9 a.m.—Subcommittee Meeting Goals. 

9:30 a.m.—Review of Air Force Plans for 
Structures/Controls Related Research. 

2:15 p.m.—Relatet Defense Advanced 
ee Projects Agency (DARPA) Research 
Plans. 

3 p.m.—Current Related NASA Research 
Plans. 

5 p.m.—Adjourn. 

December 15, 1982 

9 a.m.—Cointinue Review of NASA Plans. 

10:15 a.m.—Subcommittee Discussion. 

5 p.m.—Adjourn. 

Richard L. Daniels, 

Director, Management Support Office, Office 
of Management. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32391 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7510-01-M 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. 50-293] 


Boston Edison Co.; issuance of 
Amendment to Facility Operating 
License 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
issued Amendment No. 65 to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR-35 issued to 
Boston Edison Company (the licensee) 
which revised the Technical 
Specifications for operation of the 
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (the 


facility) located near Plymouth, 
Massachusetts. The amendment is 
effective as of its date of issuance. 

The amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications to provide limiting 
conditions for operation and 
surveillance requirements for Scram 
Discharge Volume (SDV) vent and drain 
valves and reactor protection system 
and control rod block SDV level 
switches. 

The application for the amendment 
complies with the standards and 
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the 
Commission’s rules and regulations. The 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission’s rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the 
license amendment. Prior public notice 
of this amendment was not required 
since it does not involve a significant 
environmental impact and that pursuant 
to 10 CFR 51.5(d)(4) an environmental 
impact statement or negative 
declaration and environmental impact 
appraisal need not be prepared in 


~ connection with the issuance of the 


amendment. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see (1) the application for 
amendment dated August 30, 1982, (2) 
Amendment No. 65 to License No. DPR- 
35, and (3) the Commission's related 
Safety Evaluation. All of these items are 
available for public inspection at the 
Commission's Public Document Room, 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C., 
and at the Plymouth Public Library on 
North Street i in 3 Pigppachusetis 


addressed to the U. S. 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Licensing. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 10th day 
of November 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Domenic B. Vassallo, 
Chief, Operating Reactors Branch No. 2, 
Division of Licensing. 
{FR Doc. 82-32479 Filed 11-24-62; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Dockets Nos. 50-269, 50-270 and 50-287] 


Duke Power Co.; Granting Relief From 
ASME Code Requirements 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
granted relief from certain requirements 
of the ASME Code, Section XI, “Rules 
for Inservice Inspection of Nuclear 
Power Plant Components,” to Duke 
Power Company, which revised the 
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inservice inspection program for the 
Oconee Nuclear Station, Units Nos. 1, 2 
and 3, located ih Oconee County, South 
Carolina. The ASME Code requirements 
are incorporated by reference into the 
Commission’s Rules and Regulations in 
10 CFR Part 50. The relief is effective as 
of the date of issuance. 

This action provides relief from 
performing volumetric examinations of 
the piping welds in sections of the 
containment sump and reactor building 
spray system piping, 

The request for relief complies with 
the standards and requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(the Act), and the Commission's rules 
and regulations. The Commission has 
made appropriate findings as required 
by the Act and the Commission’s rules 
and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, 
which are set forth in the related 
Evaluation. 

The Commission has determined that 
the granting of this relief will not result 
in any significant environmental impact 
and that pursuant to 10 CFR 51.5(d)(4) 
an environmental impact statement or 
negative declaration and environmental 
impact appraisal need not be prepared 
in connection with this action. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see (1) the request for relief 
dated August 30, 1982, (2) the letter to 
Duke Power Company dated November 
16, 1982, and (3) the Commission’s 
related Evaluation of Relief Request. All 
of these items are available for public 
inspection at the Commission's Public 
Document Room, 1717 H Strget, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. and at nee 
County Library, 501 West Southbroad 
Street, Walhalla, South Carolina. A copy 
of items (2) and (3) may be obtained 
upon request addressed to the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: 
Director, Division of Licensing. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 16th day 
of November 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
John F. Stolz, 

Chief, Operating Reactors Branch No. 4, 
Division of Licensing. 

(FR Doc. 82-32480 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket No. 50-302] 


Florida Power Corp.., et al.; issuance of 
Amendment to Facility Operating 
License 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
issued Amendment No. 59 to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR-72, issued to 
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the Florida Power Corporation, City of 
Alachua, City of Bushnell, City of 
Gainesville, City of Kissimmee, City of 
Leesburg, City of New Smyrna Beach 
and Utilities Commission, City of New 
Smyrna Beach, City of Ocala, Orlando 
Utilities Commission and City of 
Orlando, Sebring Utilities Commission, 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc., and 
the City of Tallahassee (the licensees) 
which revised the Technical 
Specifications (TSs) for operaiton of the 
Crystal River Unit No. 3 Nuclear 
Generating Plant (the facility) located in 
Citrus County, Florida. 

The amendment was authorized by 
telephone on October 26, 1982, and was 
confirmed by letter dated October 27, 
1982. 

The amendment modifies the 
Technical Specifications to allow the 
facility to change modes with the 
intermediate pressure relief line 
isolation valve replaced with a pipe cap. 
It was issued on an expedited basis to 
permit restart of the facility as 
scheduled by Florida Power 
Corporation. 

The application for the amendment 
complies with the standards and 
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the 
Commission's rules and regulations. The 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission’s rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter 1, which are set forth in the 
license amendment. Prior public notice 
of this amendment was not required 
since the amendment does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration. 

The Commission has determined that 
the issuance of this amendment will not 
result in any significant environmental 
impact and that pursuant to 10 CFR 
51.5(d)(4) an environmental impact 
statement or negative declaration and 
environmental impact appraisal need 
not be prepared in connection with the 
issuance of this amendment. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see (1) the application for 
amendment dated October 26, 1982, (2) 
the Commission's letter to Florida Power 
Corporation dated October 27, 1982, (3) 
Amendment No. 59 to License No. DPR- 
72, and (4) the Commission's related 
Safety Evaluation. All of these items are 
available for public inspection at the 
Commission's Public Document Room, 
1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20555, and at the Crystal River Public 
Library, 668 N.W. First Avenue, Crystal 
River, Florida. A copy of items (2), (3), 
and (4) may be obtained upon request 
addressed to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Licensing. 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 17th day 
of November 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. . 
John F. Stolz, 
Chief, Operating Reactors Branch No. 4, 
Division of Licensing. 
[FR Doc. 82-32481 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket No. 50-286] 


Power Authority of the State of New 
York; issuance of Amendment to 
Facility Operating License 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
issued Amendment No. 45 to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR-64, issued to 
the Power Authority of the Staie of New 
York (the licensee), which revised 
Technical Specifications for operation of 
the Indian Point Nuclear Generating 
Unit No. 3 (the facility) located in 
Buchanan, Westchester County, New 
York. The amendment is to be 
implemented within twenty-one days 
from the date of its issuance. 

The amendment revises the plant 
Technical Specifications to reflect 
modifications in the facility fire 
protection system. 

The application for the amendment 
complies with the standards and 
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the 
Commission's rules and regulations. The 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission’s rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the 
license amendment. Prior public notice 
of this amendment was not required 
since the amendment dees not involve a 
significant hazards consideration. 

The Commission has determined that 
the issuance of this amendment will not 
result in any significant environmental 
impact and that pursuant to 10 CFR 
51.5(d)(4) an environmental impact 
statement or negative declaration and 
environmental impact appraisal need 
not be prepared in connection with 
issuance of this amendment. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see (1) the application for 
amendment dated February 20, 1981, (2) 
Amendment No. 45 to License No. DPR- 
64, (3) the Commission's Safety 
Evaluations issued March 6, 1979 and 
May 2, 1980, and (4) the Commission's 
letter dated . All of these items 
are available for public inspection at the 
Commission’s Public Document Room, 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 
and at the White Plains Public Library, 
100 Martin Avenue, White Plains, New 
York. A copy of items (2), (3) and (4) 
may be obtained upon request 
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addressed to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Licensing. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 18th day 
of November, 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Steven A. Varga, 
Chief, Operating Reactors Branch No. 1, 
Division of Licensing. 
[FR Doc. 82-32482 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket Nos. STN 50-522 and STN 50-523] 


In the Matter of Puget Sound Power 
and Light Co., et al. (Skagit/Hanford 
Nuclear Power Project, Units 1 and 2); 
Order Scheduling Prehearing 
Conference 


November 18, 1982. 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.752, on 
December 2, 1982, a prehearing 
conference will be held at the following 
location: Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council, Building One, 4224 Sixth 
Avenue, S.E., Lacey, Washington 98504. 

The session will begin at 10:30 AM. It 
will be a joint hearing before the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
(ASLB) and the Washington Energy 
Facility Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC).? 

This conference is scheduled in order 
that consideration can be given to the 
following: 

(1) Simplifying and clarifying, if 
possible, contentions admitted as issues 
in this proceeding. 

(2) Obtaining stipulations and 
admissions of fact and of the contents 
and authenticity of documents to avoid 
unnecessary proof. 

(3) Identification of witnesses and the 
limitation of expert witnesses. 

(4) Discussion of the hearing schedule 
proposed by the Applicant. 

(5) Any other matters, such as 
summary disposition procedures, which 
will aid in the orderly disposition of this 
matter. 

The public is invited to attend this 
conference. However, limited 
appearance statements will not be 
received, but will be heard at any 
subsequent prehearing conference and/ 
or at the beginning of the evidentiary 
hearing. 


‘The conduct of joint hearings on the Skagit/ 
Hanford Nuclear Power Project, Units 1 and 2, is 
provided for under the subagreement 2 to the 
September 6, 1976 Agreements for Cooperation 
between the State of Washington and United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
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Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 18th day 
of November 1982. 
It is so ordered. 


For the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. 


John F. Wolf, Chairman, 
Administrative Judge. 

[FR Doc. 82-32485 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
Billing Code 7590-01-M 


[Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-391] 


Tennessee Valley Authority and Watts 
Bar Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2; Order 
Extending Construction Completion 
Date 


Tennessee Valley Authority is the 
current holder of Construction Permit 
Nos. CPPR-91 and CPPR-92, issued by 
the Atomic Energy Commission* on 
January 23, 1973, for construction of the 
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2. 
These facilities are presently under 
constructic at the applicant’s site on 
the west branch of the Tennessee River 
approximately 50 miles northeast of 
Chattanooga, Tennessee. 

On April 27, 1979, the Tennessee 
Valley Authority (the applicant) filed a 
request for an extension of the 
completion dates. On September 28, 
1979, October 30, 1980, April 3, 1981, and 
September 9, 1982, the applicant 
submitted additional information and 
requested a revision to those dates 
requested in the original submittal. The 
extension has been requested because 
construction has been delayed by the 
following events: 

1. Changes in the scope of the projects 
resulting in part from the accident at 
Three Mile Island, Unit 2, and the 
subsequent regulatory actions; 

2. Unanticipated delays in 
construction and progress on 
preoperational testing; 

3. Additional safety-related work 
associated with requirements for pipe 
supports and anchors; 

4. Modifications to the facility's 
Westinghouse Model D-3 steam 
generators; and 

5. Allowance for any further 
contingencies. 

This action involves no significant 
hazards consideration; good cause has 
been shown for the delays; several of 
the causes were beyond the control of 
the applicant; and the requested 
extension is for a reasonable period, the 
bases for which are set forth in the 
staff's evaluation of the request for 
extension. 


“Effective January 19, 1975, the Atomic Energy 
Commission became the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and permits in effect on that day were 
continued under the authority of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 


The Commission has determined that 
this action will not result in any 
significant environmental impact, and 
pursuant to 10 CFR 51.5(d)(4), an 
environmental impact statement, or 
negative declaration and environmental 
impact appraisal, need not be prepared 
in connection with this action. 

The NRC staff safety evaluation of the 
request for extension of the construction 
permit is available for public inspection 
at the Commission's Public Document 
Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20555 and the Chattanooga 
Hamilton County Bicentennial Library, 
1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga, 
Tennessee 37402. 

It is hereby ordered that the latest 
completion date for Construction Permit 
No. CPPR-91 is extended from June 1, 
1979, to March 1, 1984, and the latest 
completion date for Construction Permit 
CPPR-92 is extended from March 1, 
1980, to August 1, 1985. 

Date of issuance: November 19, 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Darrell G. Eisenhut, 

Director, Division of Licensing, Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation. 

[FR Doc. 82-32483 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket Nos. 50-280 and 50-281] 


Virginia Electric and Power Co.; 
Issuance of Amendments to Facility 
Operating Licenses and Negative 
Declaration 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
issued Amendment No. 81 to Facility 
Operating License No. DRP-32 and 
Amendment No. 82 to Facility Operating 
License No. DRP-37 issued to Virginia 
Electric and Power Company (the 
licensee), which revised Technical 
Specifications for operation of the Surry 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, 
respectively; (the facilities), located in 
Surry County, Virginia. The 
amendments are effective as of the date 
of issuance. 

The amendments revise the Technical 
Specifications to modify reporting and 
notification requirements related to the 
instantaneous release rates of gaseous 
wastes. 

The application for the amendments 
complies with the standards and 
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the 
Commission's rules and regulations. The 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission's rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the 
license amendments. Prior public notice 
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of these amendments was not required 
since these amendments do not involve 
a significant hazards consideration. 

The Commission has prepared an 
environmental impact appraisal for the 
revised Technical Specifications and 
has concluded that an environmental 
impact statement for this particular 
action is not warranted because there 
will be no environmental impact 
attributable to action other than that 
which has already been predicted and 
described in the Commission's Final 
Environmental Statement for the facility 
dated May 1972. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see (1) the application for 
amendments dated October 6, 1982, (2) 
Amendment Nos. 81 and 82 to License 
Nos. DPR-32 and DPR-37, and (3) the 
Commission's related Environmental 
Impact Appraisal. All of these items are 
available for public inspection at the 
Commission's Public Document Room, 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 
and at the Swem Library, College of 
William and Mary, Williamsburg, 
Virginia 23185. A copy of items (2) and 
(3) may be obtained upon request 
addressed to the U.S. Nuclear 


‘Regulatory Commission, Washington, 


D.C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Licensing. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 18th day 
of November, 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Steven A. Varga, 
Chief, Operating Reactors Branch No. 1, 
Division of Licensing. 
[FR Doc. 82-32484 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


Charleston 1886 Earthquake; Public 
Meeting 


On Tuesday, November 30, 1982 from 
8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the Sheraton Inn, 
Reston, Virginia, the United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(USNRC) and the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) will have a 
public meeting to discuss the relevance 
of the Charleston 1886 earthquake with 
respect to nuclear power plant safety. 

The resaon for the meeting is to 
disseminate information to members of 
the public interested in the seismic 
aspects of the licensing process for 
nuclear power plants. The general public 
is invited. A general overview of the 
Charleston 1886 earthquake and its 
implications will be given from 8:30 a.m. 
until noon; a discussion will be held 
from 1:00 p.m. until 4:30 p.m. The 
purpose of the discussion is to allow 
interested parties the opportunity to ask 
questions and state concerns. 
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For additional information, contact 
Leon L. Beratan, Chief, Earth Sciences 
Branch, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555. 
Telephone (301)-427-4370. 


(5. U.S.C. 552(a)) 

Dated at Silver Spring, Maryland this 22nd 
day of November 1982. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Robert B. Minogue, é 
Director, Office of Nuclear Regulatory 
Research. 

[FR Doc. 82~32486 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST ELECTRIC 
POWER AND CONSERVATION 
PLANNING COUNCIL 


Reserves and Reliability 
Subcommittee Meeting 


AGENCY: Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power and Conservation Planning 
Council (Northwest Power Planning 
Council). 

ACTION: Notice of regular meeting. 


STATUS: Open. 

SUMMARY: The Northwest Power 
Planning Council hereby announces a 
forthcoming meeting of the reserves and 
Reliability Subcommittee of its Scientific 
and Statistical Advisory Committee. 
DATE: Tuesday, November 30, 1982. 9:15 
a.m. 

ADDRESS: The meeting will be held at 
the Council's Central Office located at 
700 S.W. Taylor Street, Suite 200, 
Portland, Oregon. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Torian Donohoe, (503) 222-5161. 
Edward Sheets, 

Executive Director. 

[FR Doc. 82-32401 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 0000-00-M 


POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 
[Order No. 462; Docket No. A83-6] 


Nipton, California 92364 (William Huth, 
Petitioner); Notice and Order of Filing 
of Appeal 
November 19, 1982 

On November 15, 1982, the 
Commisison received a letter from 
William Huth (hereinafter “Petitioner”), 
concerning alleged United States Postal 
Service plans to close the Nipton, 
California post office. Although the 
letter makes no explicit reference to the 
Postal Reorganization Act, we believe it 
should be construed as a petition for 
review pursuant to § 404(b) of the Act 
[39 U.S.C. 404(b)]. The petition sets out 


the Postal Service action complained of 
in sufficient detail to warrant further 
inquiry to determine whether the Postal 
Service complied with the applicable 
law and its regulations for the closing. 

The Petitioner's right to appeal is 
subject to a 30-day time limit.' As such, 
the Petitioner's letter, postmarked 
November 12, 1982, was received past 
that time limit if, in fact, the Postal 
Service’s Final Determination was 
posted October 12, 1982. However, 
Petitioner explained that the letter was 
late because patrons of the Nipton post 
office did not receive due notice. From 
the letter, it appears that material 
questions exist whether the Final 
Determination was indeed posted in the 
affected post office, and when such 
determination was “made available” 
[404(b)(3), (5)]. The question becomes: 
whether the patrons of the affected post 
office received adequate notice of the 
closing; and, if the determination was 
made available to them, when this 
occurred. If, as the Petitioner alleges, it 
was not available to the patrons on 
October 12, there may be justification 
for sending the filing on November 12. 
We are, therefore, accepting this 
possibly late-filed petition in order to 
preserve the Petitioner's right to appeal. 

The Act requires that the Postal 
Service provide the affected community 
with at least 60 days’ notice of a 
proposed post office closing so as to 
“ensure that such persons will have an 
opportunity to present their views.” ? 
From the face of the petition it is unclear 
whether any hearings were held and 
whether a determination has been made 
under 39 U.S.C. 403(b)(3). The 
Commission's rules of practice require 
the Postal Service to file the 
administrative record of the case within 
15 days after the date on which the 
petition for review is filed with the 
Commission.* 

Upon preliminary inspection, the 
petitioner appears to raise the following 
issues of law: 

1. Whether the Postal Service 
provided the persons served by the 
Nipton post office with adequate notice 
of its intent to close the post office as 
required by 39 U.S.C. 404(b)(1). The 
Petitioner alleges that the proposal to 
close was posted at the Mountain Pass 
and Baker post offices, 28 miles and 50 
miles respectively, from Nipton and the 


139 U.S.C. 404(b)(5). 39 U.S.C. 404(b) was added 
to title 39 by Pub. L. 94-421 (September 24, 1976), 90 
Stat. 1310-11. Our rules of practice governing these 
cases appear at 39 CFR 3001.110 et seg. 

239 U.S.C. 404(b)(1). 

339 CFR § 3001.113(a). The Postal Rate 
Commission informs the Postal Service of its receipt 
of such an appeal by issuing PRC Form No. 56 to the 
Postal Service upon receipt of each appeal. 


affected post office where the Nipton 
patrons were unabie to see it. 

2. Whether the Postal Service 
complied with section 404{b)(4) which 
requires the Postal Service to take no 
action to close the post office until 60 
days after its written determination is 
made available to persons served by the 
affected post office. The Petitioner 
alleges that the post office had been 
closed since May 1980, prior to the 
notice of Final Determination. 

3. Whether the Postal Service gave 
adequate consideration to the effect-on- 
service factor [39 U.S.C. 404(b)(2)(C)], in 
light of the Petitioner’s allegation that 
the postal services provided by a carrier 
that does not come into Nipton and the 
nearest post office, are difficult to 
obtain. 

4. Whether the Postal Service gave 
adequate consideration to the effect-on- 
community, effect-on-service, and 
economic savings factors in light of the 
Petitioner’s allegation that information 
in the notice is incorrect. 

Other issues of law may become 
apparent when the Commission has had 
the opportunity to examine the record 
compiled by the Postal Service. The 
record may be found to resolve 
adequately one or more of the issues 
involved in the case. 

In view of the above, and in the 
interest of expediting this proceeding 
under the 120-day decisional deadline 
imposed by 404(b)(5), the Postal Service 
is advised that the Commission reserves 
the right to request a legal memorandum 
from the Service on one or more of the 
issues described above and/or any 
further issues of law disclosed by the 
determination made in this case. In the 
event that the Commission finds such 
memorandum necessary to explain or 
clarify the Service's legal position or 
interpretation on any such issue, it will, 
within 20 days of receiving the 
determination and record pursuant to 
§ 3001.113 of the rules of practice (39 
CFR 3001.113) make the request therefor 
by order, specifying the issues to be 
addressed. 

When such a request is issued, the 
memorandum shall be due within 20 
days of the issuance, and a copy of the 
memorandum shall be served on the 
Petitioner by the Service. 

In briefing the case or in filing any 
motion to dismiss for want of 
prosecution in appropriate 
circumstances the Service may 
incorporate by reference all or any 
portion of a legal memorandum filed 
pursuant to such an order. 

The Commission orders: 

(A) The letter of November 12, 1982 
from William Huth be construed as a 
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petition for review pursuant to section 
404(b) of the Act (39 U.S.C. 404(b)). 

(B) The Secretary of the Commission 
shall publish this Notice and Order in - 
the Federal Register. 

(C) The Postal Service shall file the 
administrative record in this case on or 
before November 30, 1982, pursuant to 
the Commission's rules of practice (39 
CFR 3001.113(a)). - 

By the Commission. 

David F. Harris, 
Secretary. 


Appendix 


answering 
39 CFR 3001.115(b)). 

(1) Petitioner's ¥eply brief should Peti- 
tioner choose to file such brief [see 
39 CFR 3001. 115(c)]. 

Deadline 


20-day i 
schedule [see 39 U.S.C. 404{b)(5)). 


[FR Doc. 82-2357 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7715-01-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[File No. 22-11704] 


ACF industries, Inc., Application and 
Opportunity for Hearing 
November 18, 1982. 

Notice is hereby given that ACF 
Industries, Incorporated (the 
“Applicant”) has filed an application 
pursuant to Section 310 (b) (1) (ii) of the 
Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended 
(the “ACT”), for a finding by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
(the “Commission”) that the trusteeship 
of Citibank, N.A., of New York, N.Y. 
(“Citibank”) under two existing 
indentures and under a new indenture to 
be qualified under the Act is not so 
likely to involve a material conflict of 
interest as to make it necessary in the 
public interest or for the protection of 
investors to disqualify Citibank from 
acting as trustee under the indentures 
and under the indenture to be qualified. 

Section 310(b) of the Act provides in 
part that if a trustee under an indenture 
qualified under the Act has or shall 
acquire any conflicting interest it shall, 


within ninety days after ascertaining 
that it has such conflicting interest, 
either eliminate such conflicting interest 
or resign. Subsection (1) of such Section 
provides, in effect, with certain 
exceptions, that a trustee under a 
qualified indenture shall be deemed to 
have a conflicting interest if such trustee 
is trustee under another indenture under 
which any other securities of the same 
issuer are outstanding. However, under 
clause (ii) of subsection (1), there may 
be excluded from the operation of this 
provision another indenture under 
which other securities of the issuer are 
outstanding, if the issuer shall have 
sustained the burden of proving, on 
application to the Commission and after 
opportunity for hearing thereon, that 
trusteeship under such qualified 
indenture and such other indenture is 
not so likely to involve a material 
conflict of interest as to make it 
necessary in the public interest or for 
the protection of investors to disqualify 
such trustee from acting as trustee under 
either of such indentures. The Company 
alleges that: 

1. Applicant was incorporated in 1899, 
and is engaged among other things in 
the business of manufacturing and 
leasing various types of freight cars ior 
use in the railroad industry. Its common 
shares are held of record by 
approximately 15,000 persons, and are 
listed for trading on the New York Stock 


_ Exchange. Since its organization, 


Applicant has issued equipment trust 
certificates from time to time under a 
number of separate equipment trust 
agreements. Five of these equipment 
trust agreements (Series A, B, J, L and 
M) required qualification and were 
qualified under the Act. The remainder 
of those now outstanding, being 12 in 
number, involved private placements of 
equipment trust certificates at various 
times from 1968 through 1980, and were 
exempt from qualification under the Act 
by reason of Section 304(b) thereof, 
since the equipment trust certificates 
issued thereunder were exempt from 
registration under the Securities Act of 
1933 (the “1933 Act’’) by reason of 
Section 4(2) thereof. Trustees under the 
equipment trust agreements for the 
various series are major banks. 
Heretofore, except as set forth in 
paragraph 5 hereof, each of the 
equipment trust agreements qualified 
under the Act has had trustees different 
from one another and different from any 
trustee serving as such under any 
equipment trust agreement not requiring 
qualification under the Act. 

2. Applicant intends to file shortly 
with the Commission a registration 
statement on Form S-3 under the 1933 
Act and Rule 415 thereunder with 
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respect toa proposed future public 
offering and sale through one or more 
underwriters of a maximum aggregate of 
$40,000,000 principal amount of its 
equipment trust certificates, to be issued 
pursuant to an equipment trust 
agreement or agreements to be qualified 
under the Act. A copy of the preposed 
équipment trust agreement, which will 
be filed as an exhibit to said registration 
statement, is filed as Exhibit A to the 
original application, as amended, 
Schedule I to such agreement will 
contain a list of railroad equipment to be 
subjected to the trust having a cost of 
not less than a specified percentage of 
the principal amount of the 
certificates—although such percentage 
has not yet been determined, Applicant 
anticipates that, consistent with prior 
practice in offerings of this type, the 
aggregate principal amount of the 
proposed new issue will be 
approximately 80% to 85% of the total 
cost of the equipment to be subject to 
the trust. 

In the alternative, and to the extent 
permissible, applicant intends to file 
said equipment trust agreement for 
qualification, and a corresponding 
statement of eligibility and qualification 
of trustee on Form T-1, as additional 
exhibits, via a post-effective 
amendment, to its registration statement 
of Form S-3 and Rule 415 under the 1933 
Act (Registration No. 2-77875), which 
became effective on June 16, 1982, with 
respect to $150,000,000 of such 
certificates, $30,000,000 of which have 
since been sold pursuant to a 
supplement date July 20, 1982, to the 
prospectus included therein. 

3. Applicant desires to appoint 
Citibank, a national banking 
association, to act as trustee under a 
forthcoming series of such certificates to 
be issued under said equipment trust 
agreement. 

4. Citibank presently is acting as 
trustee in connection with one of the 
aforementioned private placements of 
the Applicant's trust certificates, to wit, 
under the equipment trust agreement 
dated as of February 15, 1975, for ACF 
Industries, Incorporated Equipment 
Trust Certificates, Series D, in the 
original aggregate of $35,000,000 
principal amount of which a total of 
$18,669,000 remains issued and 
outstanding at the date hereof, and for 
one of the aforementioned public 
offerings under an equipment trust 
agreement dated as of August 1, 1982 
(Series M), the entire original principal 
amount of which ($30,000,000) is now 
outstanding, and as to which an 
application similar to this one was filed, 
and a finding of no material conflict 
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with respect thereto was ultimately 
made by the Commission. 

5. The Series D and the Series M 
equipment trust certificates are, and the 
proposed new certificates will be, 
secured by separate lots of specifically 
identified railroad cars. In the event that 
Citibank should have occasion to 
proceed against the security under 
either of these trusts, such action would 
not affect the security, the use of the 
security or its ability to proceed against 
the security of either of the other trusts. 
Accordingly, the existence of the three 
trusteeships should in no way inhibit or 
discourage the actions of Citibank as 
trustee under either of the trusts. 

6. The specialized nature of an 
equipment trust is such that Applicant 
believes that holders of the equipment 
trust certificates and Applicant would 
benefit by having a trustee familiar with 
the operation of the Applicant’s 
equipment trusts. Also, the Applicant 
understands that the Commission has 
granted similar applications with 
respect to trusteeships under equipment 
trust agreements for other railroad car 
lessors where the situations were 
factually similar to the matter which is 
the subject of this application. 

7. None of Applicant's existing 
equipment trusts are in default. 

8. Applicant has waived (a) notice of 
hearing, (b) hearing on the issues raised 
by this application and (c) all rights to 
specify procedures under Rule 8(b) of 
the Commission's Rules of Practice. 

For a more detailed statement of the 
matters of fact and law asserted, all 
persons are referred to such application, 
which is a public document on file in the 
office of the Commission's Public 
Reference Section, 450 5th Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 

Notice is further given that any 
interested person may, not later than 
December 7, 1982, request in writing that 
a hearing be held on such matter, stating 
the nature of his interest, the reasons for 
such request, and the issues of fact on 
law raised by said application which he 
desires to controvert, or he may request 
that he be notified if the Commission 
should order a hearing thereon. 

Any such request should be 
addressed: Secretary, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20549. At any time after said date, 
the Commission may issue an order 
granting the application upon such terms 
and conditions as the Commission may 
deem necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest and the interest of 
investors, unless a hearing is ordered by 
the Commission. 


For the Commission, by the Division 
of Corporation Finance, pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32457 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 19240; SR-Amex-82-12] 


American Stock Exchange, Inc.; Order 
Approving Proposed Rule Change 


November 16, 1982. 

The American Stock Exchange, Inc. 
(“Amex”), 86 Trinity. Place, New York, 
NY 10006, submitted on September 23, 
1982, copies of a proposed rule change 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act”) and Rule 19b-4 thereunder, to 
modify the shareholder approval 
requirements contained in Sections 711- 
714 and 302 of the Amex Company 
Guide. Sections 711-713 would be 
amended to require shareholder 
approval as a precondition for listing 
shares to be issued (a) as full or partial 
consideration for the business or assets 
of another company if (i) any individual 
director, officer or substantial 
shareholder of the listed company has a 
5 percent or greater interest (or such 
persons collectively have a 10 percent or 
greater interest) in the company or 
assets to be acquired or in the 
consideration to be paid in the 
transaction and the present or potential 
issuance of common stock could result 
in an increase in outstanding common 
shares of 5 percent or more, or (ii) the 
present or potential issuance of common 
stock or securities convertible into 
common stock could result in an 
increase in outstanding shares of 20 
percent or more; and (b) in connection 
with certain employee stock 
compensation arrangements that involve 
specified increase in outstanding stock. 
In addition, Amex proposes to amend 
Section 714 to require shareholder 
approval as a prerequisite to approval of 
applications to list additional shares to 
be issued in connection with: (a) a 
transaction involving (i) the sale or 
issuance by the company of common 
stock at a price less than the greater of 
book or market value which, together 
with sales by affiliated persons, equals 
20 percent or more of presently 
outstanding stock, or (ii) the sale by the 
company of 20 percent or more of 
presently outstanding common stock; or 
(b) a transaction which will give rise to 
a “backdoor” listing. Section 714, as 
amended, would also require that a 
company consult Amex whenever it is 
considering issuing a “significant 
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percentage” of its shares to ascertain 
whether shareholder approval would be 
required under the conditions 
enumerated above. Section 302 would 
be amended to state that each 
application to list additional shares 
would be reviewed by the exchange to 
determine if shareholder approval is 
required under Sections 711-714. 

Notice of the proposed rule change 
together with the terms of substance of 
the proposed rule change was given by 
the issuance of a Commission Release 
(Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
19087, September 29, 1982) and by 
publication in the Federal Register (47 
FR 44899, October 12, 1982). No 
comments were received concerning the 
filing. 

The Commission finds that the 
proposed rule change is consistent with 
the requirements of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder 
applicable to a national securities 
exchange and, in particular, the 
requirements of Section 6 and the rules 
and the regulations thereunder. 

It is therefore ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the 
above-mentioned proposed rule change 
be, and hereby is, approved. 

For the Commission, by the Division 
of Market Regulation pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32450 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 8010-01 


[Rel. No. 12808; 812-5287] 


Compound Cash Trust; Filing of 
Application 


November 15, 1982. 

Notice is hereby given that Compound 
Cash Trust (“Applicant”), 8900 Keystone 
Crossing, Suite 685, Indianapolis, 
Indiana 46240, a no-load, open-end, 
diversified, management investment 
company registered under the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 
(“Act”), filed an application on August 
23, 1982, and an amendment thereto on 
October 25, 1982, requesting an order of 
the Commission, pursuant to Section 
6(c) of the Act, exempting Applicant 
from the provisions of Section 2(a)(41) of 
the Act and Rules 2a-4 and 22c-1 
thereunder to the extent necessary to 
permit Applicant to compute its net 
asset value per share using the 
amortized cost method of valuing its 
portfolio securities. All interested 
persons are referred to the application 
on file with the Commission for a 
statement of the representations 
contained therein, which are 
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summarized below, and such persons . 
are also referred to the application for a 
further analysis of the provisions of the 
Act from which an exemption is being 
sought. 

Applicant represents that it is a 
“money market” fund offering a 
convenient means of accumulating an 
interest in a professionally managed 
portfolio limited to high quality debt 
instruments maturing in one year or less. 
Applicant represents that its object is to 
seek high current income, preservation 
of capital and maintenance of liquidity. 
Applicant states that the only 
instruments in which it will invest are 
marketable obligations issued or 
guaranteed by the U.S. Government, its 
agencies or instrumentalities (“U.S. 
Government Obligations”), domestic 
bank certificates of deposit fully insured 
as to principal by the FDIC, and 
repurchase and reverse repurchase 
agreements involving such U.S. 
Government Obligations and insured 
certificates of deposit. 

Applicant states that under the 
amortized cost valuation method, 
portfolio instruments are valued at their 
cost as of the date of acquisition and 
thereafter assuming a constant rate of 
amortization to maturity of any discount 
or premium, regardless of the impact of 
fluctuating interest rates on the market 
value of such instruments. It is also 
stated that, prior to the filing of the 
application, the Commission expressed 
its view that, among other things, (1) 
Rule 2a-4 under the Act requires that 
portfolio instruments of “money market” 
funds be valued with reference to 
market factors, and (2) it would be 
inconsistent, generally, with the 
provisions of Rule 2a-4 for a “money 
market” fund to value its portfolio 
instruments on an amortized cost basis 
(Investment Company Act Release No. 
9786, May 31, 1977). 

Section 6(c) of the Act provides, in 
pertinent part, that upon application the 
Commission may conditionally or 
unconditionally exempt any person, 
security or transaction or any class or 
classes of persons, securities or 
transactions, from any provision or 
provisions of the Act or of any rule or 
regulation thereunder, if and to the 
extent that such exemption is necessary 
or appropriate in the public interest and 
consistent with the protection of 
investors and the purposes fairly 
intended by the policy and provisions of 
the Act. 

Applicant represents that it wishes to 
attract sophisticated investors, primarily 
banks for the investment of trust and 
“sweep” accounts and that most of 
these investors require an investment 
company with a portfolio of short-term 


debt obligations and which maintains a 
constant net asset value per share and 
pays dividends that do not fluctuate due 
to daily changes in the values of its 
portfolio securities. Applicant believes 
that in order to attract such investors 
and retain them as shareholders, it must 
have a stable net asset value, preferably 
$1.00 per share, and a steady flow of 
investment income. 

Applicant believes that the valuation 
of the investment securities in its 
portfolio on the amortized cost basis 
will benefit its shareholders by enabling 
it to maintain a $1.00 price per share 
while providing shareholders with the 
opportunity to receive a flow of 
investment income less subject to 
fluctuation than under pocedures 
whereby its daily dividend would be 
adjusted by all realized and unrealized 
gains and losses on its portfolio 
securities. Applicant represents that its 
Board of Trustees has determined that 
the amortized cost method of calculating 
its net asset value per share under such 
circumstances is appropriate and in the 
best interests of shareholders. 

Applicant agrees that the following 
conditions may be imposed in any order 
of the Commission granting the 
exemptive relief requested: 

1. In supervising the operations of 
Applicant and delegating special 
responsibilities involving management 
of its portfolio to Applicant's investment 
adviser and any sub-investment adviser, 
Applicant's Board of Trustees 
undertakes—as a particular 
responsibility within the overall duty of 
care owed to its shareholders—to 
establish procedures reasonably. 
designed, taking into account current 
market conditions and Applicant's 
investment objective, to stabilize 
Applicant's net asset value per share, as 
computed for the purpose of 
distributions, redemptions and 
repurchases, at $1.00 per share. 

2. Included within the procedures to 
be adopted by the Board of Trustees 
shall be the following: 

(a) Review by the Board of Trustees, 
as it deems appropriate and at such 
intervals as are reasonable in light of 
current market conditions, to determine 
the extent of deviation, if any, of 
Applicant's net asset value per share as 
determined by. using available market 
quotations from the $1.00 amortized cost 
price per share, and maintenance of 
records of such review. To fulfill this 
condition, Applicant intends to use 
actual quotations, or estimates of 
market‘value reflecting current market 
conditions chosen by its Board of 
Trustees in the exercise of its discretion 
to be appropriate indicators of value, 
which may include, inter alia, (1) 
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quotations or estimates of market value 
for individual portfolio instruments, or 
(2) values obtained from yield data 
relating to classes of money market 
instruments published by reputable 
sources. 

(b) In the event such deviation from 
the $1.00 amortized cost price per share 
exceeds % of 1%, a requirement that the 
Board of Trustees will promptly 
consider what action, if any, should be 
initiated. 

(c) Where the Board of Trustees 
believes the extent of any deviation 
from the Trust's $1.00 amortized cost 
price per share may result in material 
dilution or other unfair results to 
investors or existing shareholders, it 
shall take such action as it deems 
appropriate to eliminate or to reduce to 
the extent reasonably practicable such 
dilution or unfair results, which may 
include: redeeming shares in kind; 
selling portfolio securities prior to 
maturity to realize capital gains or 
losses, or to shorten Applicant's average 
portfolio maturity; withholding or 
reducing dividends; or utilizing a net 
asset value per share as determined by 
using available market quotations. 

3. Applicant will maintain a dollar- 
weighted average portfolio maturity 
appropriate to its objective of 
maintaining a stable net asset value per 
share; provided, however, that 
Applicant will not (a) purchase any 
instrument with a remaining maturity of 
greater than one year; or (b) maintain a 
dollar-weighted average portfolio 
maturity in excess of 120 days. In 
fulfilling this condition, if the disposition 
of a portfolio instrument results in a 
dollar-weighted average portfolio 
maturity in excess of 120 days, 
Applicant will invest its available cash 
in such a manner as to reduce its dollar- 
weighted average portfolio maturity to 
120 days or less as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 

4. Applicant will record, maintain and 
preserve permanently in an easily 
accessible place a written copy of the 
procedures (and any modifications 
thereto) described in condition 1 above, 
and Applicant will record, maintain and 
preserve for a period of not less than six 
years (the first two years in an easily 
accessible place) a written record of the 
Board of Trustees’ considerations and 
actions taken in connection with the 
discharge of its responsibilities, as set 
forth above, to be included in the 
minutes of the Board's meetings. The 
documents preserved pursuant to this 
condition shall be subject to inspection 
by the Commission in accordance with 
Section 31(b) of the Act as though such 
documents were records required to be 
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maintained pursuant to rules adopted 
under Section 31{a) of the Act. 

5. Applicant will limit its portfolio 
investments, including repurchase 
agreements, to those U.S. dollar- 
denominated instruments which the 
Board of Trustees determines present 
minimal credit risks and which are of 
high quality as determined by any major 
rating service or, in the case of any 
instrument that is not rated,-are of 
comparable quality as determined by 
the Board of Trustees. 

6. Applicant will include in each 
quarterly report, as an attachment to 
Form N-1Q, a statement as to whether 
any action pursuant to condition 2{c) 
above was taken during the preceding 
fiscal quarter, and, if any action was 
taken, will describe the nature and 
circumstances of such action. 

Notice is further given that any 
interested person may, not later than 
December 10, 1982, at 5:30 p.m., submit 
to the Commission in writing a request 
for a hearing on the application 
accompanied by a statement as to the 
nature of his interest, the reason for 
such request, and the issues, if any, of 
fact or law proposed to be coziiroverted, 
or he may request that he be notified if 
the Commission shall order a hearing 
thereon. Any such communication 
should be addressed: Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such 
request shall be served personally or by 
mail upon Applicant at the address 
stated above. Prof of such service (by 
affidavit or, in the case of an attorney- 
at-law, by certificate) shall be filed 
contemporaneously with the request. An 
order disposing of the application will 
be issued as of course following said 
date unless the Commission thereafter 
orders a hearing upon request or upon it 
own motion. Persons who request a 
hearing, or advice as to whether a 
hearing is ordered, will receive any 
notices and orders issued in this matter, 
including the date of the hearing (if 
ordered) and any postponements 
thereof. 

For the Commission, by the Division 
of Investment Management, pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32441 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 12809; 812-5229] 


Financial Reserves Fund (Formerly, 
Short Term Interest Fund); Filing of 


Application 
November 15, 1982. 


Notice is hereby given that Financial 
Reserves Fund (“Applicant”), 82 
Devonshire Street, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02109, registered under 
the Investment Company Act of 1940 
(“Act”) as an open-end, diversified, 
management investment company, filed 
an apphcation on June 30, 1982, and an 
amendment thereto on October 22, 1982, 
requesting an order of the Commission 
pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act, 
exempting Applicant from the 
provisions of Section 2{a)(41) of the Act 
and Rules 2a-4 and 22c-1 thereunder to 
the extent necessary to permit Applicant 
to value its assets pursuant to the 
amortized cost method of valuation. All 
interested persons are referred to the 
application on file with the Commission 
for a statement of the representations 
contained therein, which are 
summarized below. Such persons are 
also referred to the Act and the rules 
thereunder for the complete text of the 
provisions thereof from which an 
exemption is being sought. 

According to the application, 
Applicant is a “series” money market 
fund currently consisting of one portfolio 
(the “Portfolio”), but may offer shares in 
additional money market series in the 
future. Applicant represents that each 
series will be subject to the conditions 
specified in any order granting the relief 
requested. Fidelity Management & 
Research Company will serve as 
Applicant's investment adviser. It is 
anticipated that Applicant's shares will 
be offered by Fidelity Distribution 
Corporation, the general distributor for 
Applicant's shares, primarily to 
prospective investors who have an 
existing relationship with Ameritrust 
Company (the “Bank"). Such 
prospective investors are expected to 
include those with a custody or agency 
relationship with the Bank or investors 
for whom the Bank serves as trustee. 
Applicant states that the Bank will serve 
as administrator for Applicant, 
performing services as custodian of 
Applicant's assets and transfer, 
dividend disbursing and shareholders’ 
servicing agent. The Bank will receive a 
monthly fee at an annual rate of .25% of 
the average daily net assets of 
Applicant, plus reimbursement for its 
out-of-pocket expenses for performing 
these services. Additionally, the Bank 
may provide cash management services 
to such customers by, for examz:., 
entering into agreements pursua..t to 
which the Bank would automatically 
invest excess cash balances of such 
customers in shares of Applicant or 
redeem shares for such customers. The 
Bank may charge a fee to the customers 
for this service. Applicant represents 
that the present policy of Applicant is 


53543 


not to purchase any obligation of the 
Bank, Ameritrust Corporation or any of 
their affiliates. 

Applicant states that its investment 
objective is to seek as high a level of 
current income as is consistent with the 
preservation of capital and liquidity. 
According to Applicant, the Portfolio 
will invest in obligations of major 
United States banks, prime commerical 
paper and obligations of the United 
States Government, its agencies or 
instrumentalities. It may also enter into 
repurchase agreements with broker- 
dealers and banks involving any 
security in which it is permitted to 
invest and may purchase new issues of 
government securities.on a “when- 
issued” basis. Applicant represents that 
in entering into repurchase agreements 
and purchasing “when issued” securities 
it will comply with Investment Company 
Act Release No. 10666. Applicant further 
represents that all of its investment will 
consist of obligations maturing within 
one year from the date of acquisition 
and the dollarweighted average portfolio 
maturity of all of its investment will be 
120 days of less. 

Applicant states that, prior to the 
filing of the application, the Commission 
expressed its view that, among other 
things: (1) Rule 2a-4 under the Act 
requires that portfolio instruments of 
“money market” funds be valued with 
reference to market factors, and (2) it 
would be inconsistent, generally, with 
the provisions of Rule 2a-4 for a “money 
market” fund to value its portfolio 
instruments on an amortized cost basis 
(Investment Company Act Release No. 
9786, May 31, 1977). 

Applicant states that it has been 
management's experience that in order 
to attract and retain investments, 
Applicant must have a stable net asset 
value (preferably at $1.00 per share) and 
a constant and steady flow of 
investment income. Applicant further 
states that it is believed that the 
valuation of its portfolio securities on 
the amortized cost basis will benefit 
shareholders by enabling Applicant to 
maintain a constant $1.00 per share 
purchase and redemption price, while at 
the same time providing shareholders 
with a steady flow of investment income 
through daily dividends which reflect 
Applicant's net income as earned. 

Section 6(c) of the Act provides, in 
part, that the Commission, by order 
upon application, may conditionally or 
unconditionally exempt any person, 
security or transaction, or any class or 
classes of persons, securities or 
transactions, from any provision or 
provisions of the Act or of the rule or 
regulations thereunder, if and to the 
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extent that such exemption is necessary 
or appropriate in the public interest and 
consistent with the protection of 
investors and the purposes fairly 
intended by the policy and provisions of 
the Act. 

Applicant represents that its trustees 
have determined in good faith that, in 
light of the characteristics of Applicant 
as described and absent unusual or 
extraordinary circumstances, the 
amortized cost method of valuing 
portfolio securities is appropriate and 
preferable for Applicant and reflects the 
fair value of such securities. Applicant 
submits that use of the amortized cost 
method of valuing its portfolio 
securities, subject to the conditions 
enumerated below, will benefit 
shareholders by enabling Applicant to 
more effectively maintain the $1.00 per 
share purchase and redemption price 
while simultaneously providing the 
opportunity for a steadier flow of 
investment income to shareholders. 
Applicant believes that the granting of 
the requested exemptions is appropriate 
in the public interest and consistent 
with the protection of investors and the 
purposes fairly intended by the policy 
and provisions of the Act. 

Applicant agrees that the following 
conditions may be imposed in any order 
granting the exemptions requested: 

1. In supervising Applicant's 
operations and delegating special 
responsibilities involving portfolio 
management to Applicant’s investment 
adviser, the board of trustees of 
Applicant undertakes—as a particular 
responsbility within the overall duty of 
care owed to its shareholders—to 
establish procedures reasonably 
designed, taking into account current 
market conditions and Applicant’s 
investment objectives, to stabilize the 
net asset value per share of each 
portfolio, as computed for the purpose of 
distribution, repurchase and redemption, 
at $1.00 per share. 

2. Included within the procedures to 
be adopted by the board of trustees 
shall be the following: 

(a) Review by the board of trustees, as 
it deems appropriate and at such 
intervals as are reasonable in light of 
current market conditions, to determine 
the extent of deviation, if any, of the net 
asset value per share as determined by 
using available market quotations from 
the $1.00 amortized cost price per share, 
and the maintenance of records of such 
review.’ 


‘To fulfill this condition, Applicant intends to use 
actual quotations or estimates of market value 
reflecting current market conditions chosen by the 
board of trustees in the exercise of its discretion to 
be appropriate indicators of value, which may 
include, inter alia, (1) quotations or estimates of 


(b) In the event such deviation from 
the $1.00 amortized cost price per share 
exceeds X%of 1 percent, a requirement 
that the board of trustees will promptly 
consider what action, if any, should be 
initiated. 

(c) If the board of trustees believes the 
extent of any deviation from Applicant's 
$1.00 amortized cost price per share for 
any portfolio may result in material 
dilution or other unfair results to 
investors or existing shareholders, it 
shall take such action as it deems 
appropriate to eliminate or to reduce to 
the extent reasonably practicable such 
dilution or unfair results, which may 
include: selling portfolio instruments 
prior to maturity to realize capital gains 
or losses or to shorten the average 
portfolio maturity of the relevant 
portfolio; withholding dividends; 
redemption of shares in kind; or utilizing 
a net asset value per share as 
determined by using available market 
quotations. 

3. Applicant will maintain a dollar/ 
weighted average portfolio maturity 
appropriate to its objective of 
maintaining a stable net asset value per 
share in each of its portfolios; provided, 
however, that Applicant will not (a) 
purchase any instrument with a 
remaining maturity of greater than one 
year, or (b) maintain a dollar-weighted 
average portfolio maturity which 
exceeds 120 days in each portfolio.” 

4. Appicant will record, maintain, and 
preserve permanently in an easily 
accessible place a written copy of the 
procedures (and any modifications 
thereto) described in condition 1 above; 
and Applicant will record, maintain, and 


preserve for a period of not less than six - 


years (the first two years in an easily 
accessible place) a written record of the 
board of trustees’ considerations and 
actions taken in connection with the 
discharge of its responsibilities, as set 
forth above, to be included in the 
minutes of the board of trustees’ 
meetings. The documents preserved 
pursuant to this condition shall subject 
to inspection by the Commission in 
accordance with Section 31(b) of the 
Act, as if such documents were records 
required to be maintained pursuant to 
rules adopted under Section 31(a) of the 
Act. 


market value for individual portfolio instruments, or 
(2) values obtained from yield data relating to 
classes or money market instruments furnished by 
reputable sources. 

?In fulfilling this condition, Applicant agrees that, 
if the dispostion of a portfolio instrument should 
result in a dollar-weighted average portfolio 
maturity in excess of 120 days for any of its 
portfolios, Applicant will invest its available cash in 
such a manner as to reduce such average maturity 
for that portfolio to 120 days or less as soon as 
reasonably practicable. 
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5. In each of its portfolios, Applicant 
will limit its portfolio investments, 
including repurchase agreements, to 
those United States dollar-denominated ~ 
instruments which Applicant's board of 
trustees determines present minimal 
credit risks, arfd which are of high 
quality as determined by any major 
rating service or, in the case of any 
instrument that is not rated, of 
comparable quality as determined by its 
board of trustees. 

6. Applicant will include in each 
quarterly report, as an attachment to 
Form N-1Q, a statement as to whether 
any action pursuant to condition 2(c) 
above was taken during the preceding 
fiscal quarter and, if any such action 
was taken, will describe the nature and 
circumstances of such action. 

Notice is further given that any 
interested person may, not later than 
December 10, 1982, at 5:30 p.m., submit 
to the Commission in writing a request 
for a hearing on the application 
accompanied by a statement as to the 
nature of his interest, the reason for 
such request, and the issues if any, of 
fact or law proposed to be controverted, 
or he may request that he be notified if 
the Commission shall order a hearing 
thereon. Any such communication 
should be addressed: Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such 
request shall be served personally or by 
mail upon Applicant at the address 
stated above. Proof of such service (by 
affidavit or, in the case of an attorney- 
at-law, by certificate) shall be filed 
contemporaneously with the request. An 
order disposing of the application will 
be issued as of course following said 
date unless the Commission thereafter 
orders a hearing upon request-or upon 
its own motion. Persons who request a 
hearing, or advice as to whether a 
hearing is ordered, will receive any 
notices and orders issued in this matter, 
including the date of the hearing (if 
ordered) and any pestponsmonts 
thereof. 

For the Commission, by the Division 
of Investment Management, —— to 
delegated authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 32447 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01 


[File No. 22-12004] 


Greyhound Corp.; Application and 
Opportunity for Hearing 
November 18, 1982. 

Notice is hereby given that The 
Greyhound Corporation (the 
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“Company”’) has filed an application 
under clause (ii) of Section 310(b)(1) of 
the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as 
amended (the “Act’’) for a finding by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
(the “Commission”) that the trusteeship 
of First Interstate Bank of Arizona, N.A. 
(“First Interstate”) under an indenture of 
the Company dated as of January 15, 
1975 (the ‘1975 Indenture”), which was 
heretofore qualified under the Act, and 
the trusteeship of First Interstate under 
the indenture of the Company dated as 
of January 15, 1976 (the “1976 
Indenture”), which was not so qualified 
because of the exemption contained in 
«- Section 304({a) of the Act, is not so likely 
to involve a material conflict of interest 
as to make it necessary in the public 
interest of for the protection of investors 
to disqualify First Interstate from acting 
as Trustee under the 1975 Indenture or 
under the 1976 Indenture. 

Section 310(b) of the Act provides in 
part that if a trustee under an indenture 
qualified under the Act has or shall 
acquire any conflicting interest it shall 
within ninety days after ascertaining 
that it has such conflicting interest, 
either eliminate such conflicting interest 
or resign. Subsection (1) of such Section 
provides, in effect, with certain 
exceptions, that a trustee under a 
qualified mdenture shall be deemed to 
have a conflicting interest is such 
trustee is trustee under another 
indenture under which any other 
securities of the same issuer are 
outstanding. However, under clause (ii) 
of subsection (1), there may be excluded 
from the operation of this provision 
another indenture under which any 
other securities of the same issuer are 
outstanding if the issuer shall have 
sustained the burden of proving, on 
application to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission and after 
opportunity for hearing thereon, that 
trusteeship under such qualified 
indenture and such other indenture is 
not so likely to involve a material 
conflict of interest as to make it 
necessary in the public interest or for 
the protective of investors to disqualify 
such trustee from acting as trustee under 
either of such indentures. 

In support of its application the 
Company alleges that: 

(1) The Company has outstanding on 
the date hereof 75,000,000 aggregate 
principal amount of its 9% percent 
Sinking Fund Debentures due January 
15, 2000 (thé “9% percent Debentures”) 
issued under the 1975 Indenture 
executed by Armour and Company 
(“Armour”) and First Interstate as 
Trustee. The 9% percent Debentures 
were registered under the Securities Act 


of 1933, as amended (File No. 2-52384) 
and the 1975 Indenture was qualified 
under the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as 
amended. On October 1, 1982, the 
Company became the successor in 
interest to Armour by virtue of a merger 
into itself of Armour. As a result of such 
merger the Company has assumed the 
obligations with respect to the 9% 
percent Debentures. First Interstate is 
currently acting as Trustee under the 
1975 Indenture. 

(2) The Company has outstanding on 
the date hereof $100,000,000 aggregate 
principal amount of its 9% percent 
Sinking Fund Debentures due January 
15, 2001 (the “9% percent Debentures”) 
issued under the 1976 Indenture 
executed by the Company and First 
Interstate as Trustee. Inasmuch as the 
9% percent Debentures were subject to 
the provisions of Section 20a of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, the 9% percent 
Debentures were exempt from 
registration by the provisions of Section 
3(a)(6) of the Securities Act of 1933 and 
the 1976 Indenture was exempt from 
qualification by the provisions of 
Section 304{a)(4) of the Trust Indenture 
Act of 1939. First Interstate is currently 
acting as Trustee under the 1976 
Indenture. 

(3) Section 608 of the 1975 Indenture 
provides in part as follows: 

“(a) If the Trustee has or shall acquire 
any conflicting interest, as defined in 
this Section, it shall, within 90 days after 
ascertaining that it has such conflicting 
interest, either eliminate such conflicting 
interest or resign in the manner and with 
the effect specified in this Article. 

(b) In the event that the Trustee shall 
fail to comply with the provisions of 
Subsection (a) of this Section, the 
Trustee shall, within 10 days after the 
expiration of such 90-day period, 
transmit by mail to all Holders, as their 
names and addresses appear in the 
Debenture Register, notice of such 
failure. 

(c) For the Purposes of this Section, 
the Trustee shall be deemed to have a 
conflicting interest if 

(1) The Trustee is trustee under 
another indenture under which any 
other securities, or certificates of 
interest or participation in any other 
securities, of the Company are 
outstanding, unless such other indenture 
is a collateral trust indenture under 
which the only collateral consists of 
Debentures issued under this Indenture, 
provided that there shall be excluded 
from the operation of this paragraph any 
indenture of indentures under which 
other securities, or certificates of 
interest or participation in other 


securities, of the Company are 
outstanding, if 

(i) This Indenture and such other 
indenture or indentures are wholly 
unsecured and such other indenture or 
indentures are hereafter qualified under 
the Trust Indenture Act, unless the 
Commission shall have found and 
declared by order pursuant to Section 
305(b) or Section 307(c) of the Trust 
Indenture Act that differences exist 
between the provisions of such other 
indenture or indentures which are so 
likely to involve a material conflict of 
interest as to make it necessary in the 
public interest or for the protection of ~ 
investors to disqualify the Trustee from 
acting as such under this Indenture and 
such other indenture or indentures, or 

(ii) The Company shall have sustained 
the burden of proving, on application to 
the Commission and after opportunity 
for hearing thereon, that the trusteeship 
under this Indenture and such other 
indenture or indentures is not so likely 
to involve a material conflict of interest 
as to make it necessary in the public 
interest or for the protection of investors 
to disqualify the Trustee from acting as 
such under one of such indentures;” 

The 1976 Indenture has no such 
provisions as Subparagraphs 608(c)(1)(i) 
and (ii) contained therein 

(4) As a consequence of the 
Company's assumption of the 
obligations with respect to the 9%% 
Debentures, First Interstate has acquired 
a conflicting interest within the meaning 
of Section 608 of the 1975 Indenture 
since the 1976 Indenture has not been 
qualified under the Trust Indenture Act 
of 1939 and is not the subject of any 
other proceeding of the Commission. 

(5) The 1975 and 1976 Indentures are 
wholly unsecured and rank equally with 
each other as the Company's unsecured 
indebtedness. The only material 
differences between the 1975 and 1976 
Indentures, and between the rights of 
the holders of the 9%% Debentures and 
9%% Debentures, relate to aggregate 
principal amounts, interest rates, dates 
of issue, maturity dates, redemption 
prices, sinking fund payments, 
restrictions on indebtedness, 
guarantees, leases, liens, sales and 
leasebacks, making loans, payment of 
dividends, acquisition of certain assets 
and Company stock, and change in 
character and disposition of 
subsidiaries, conditions of merger, 
conflicting interest of the Trustee, and 
other provisions of a similar nature. 

(6) The Company is not in default 
under the 1975 Indenture or the 1976 
Indenture. 

(7) such differences as exist between 
the 1975 Indenture and the 1976 





Indenture are not so likely to involve a 
material conflict of interest as to make it 
necessary in the public interest or for 
the protection of investors to disqualify 
First Interstate from acting as trustee 
under the 1975 Indenture or the 1976 
Indenture. 

The Company has waived {a) notice 
of hearing, (b) hearing on the issues 
raised by the application, and (c) all 
rights to specifiy procedures under the 
Rules of Practice of the Commission 
with respect to the application. 

For a more detailed statement of the 
matters of fact and law asserted, all 
persons are referred to said application 
which is on file in the offices of the 
Commission at 450 Fifth Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. 

Notice is further given that any 
interested person may, not later than 
December 14, 1982, request in writing 
that a hearing be held on such matter, 
stating the nature of his interest, the 
reasons for such request, that the issues 
of fact or law raised by said Applicant 
which he desires to controvert, or he 
may request that he be notified if the 
Commision should order a hearing 
thereon. Any such request should be 
addressed: Secretary, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20549. At any time after said date, 
the Commission may issue an order 
granting the application upon such terms 
and conditions as the Commission may 
deem necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest and the interest of 
investors, unless a hearing is ordered by 
the Commission. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Corporation Finance, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32458 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 22708; 70-6604] 


Middle South Services, Inc. and Middle 
South Utilities, Inc.; Proposed 
issuance and Sale of Note to Bank by 
Subsidiary Service Company and 
Guaranty by Holding Company 


November 15, 1982. 

Middle South Utilities, Inc. (“Middle 
South”), 225 Baronne Street, New 
Orleans, Louisiana 70112, a registered 
holding company, and Middle South 
Services, Inc. (‘Services’), a subsidiary 
service company of Middle South, have 
filed a declaration with this Commission 
pursuant to Sections 6(a), 7, and 12{b) of 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935 (“Act”) and Rule 45 promulgated 
thereunder. 


Services proposes to borrow and 
reborrow, pursuant to a revolving credit 
agreement (“Credit Agreement”) with 
Citibank, N.A., New York, N.Y. 
(“Bank”), up to an aggregate principal 
amount at any one time outstanding not 
to exceed $75,000,000. The borrowings 
will be evidenced by a single master 
note of Services representing the 
obligation of Services to pay the amount 
of the Bank’s commitment ($75,000,000) 
or, if less, the aggregate unpaid principal 
amount of all loans made by the Bank 
therunder, plus accrued interest. As an 
inducement to the Bank to make loans to 
Services under the Credit Agreement, 
Middle South Proposes to guarantee the 
payment by Services of the unpaid 
principal amount of, and interest on, the 
Note and the performance by Services 
of its obligations under the Credit 
Agreement. The effective cost of 
borrowing under the Credit Agreement 
as of September 30, 1982, assuming 
floating rate terms and full uitilization of 
the commitment would equal 10.65%. For 
the Bank’s commitment under the Credit 
Agreement, Services will pay to the 
Bank a commitment fee for the period 
from the effective date to the 
termination date or earlier termination 
of the commitment, computed at the rate 
of % of 1% per annum of the average 
daily unused portion of the commitment. 
The Effective borrowing cost under the 
existing line of credit to be repaid was 
13.77% as of September 30, 1982. 

It is stated that the proceeds of 
proposed note to the Bank will be used 
to (a) repary Services’ borrowings from 
First National Bank of Commerce, New 
Orleans, Louisiana, in an estimated 
amount of $47,700,000, (b) finance 
Services’ continuing work on the 
development of a standard design for 
future coal-fired electric generating 
stations for the system, (c) finance the 
continuing renovation of Services’ office 
facilities in New Orleans, and (d) 
finance other expenditures in 
connection with the performance by 
Services of its functions as a subsidiary 
service company. 

The declaration and any amendments 
thereto are available for public 
inspection through the Commission's 
Office of Public Reference. Interested 
persons wishing to comment or request 
a hearing should submit their views in 
writing by December 13, 1982, to the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, 
and serve a copy on the declarants at 
the address specified above. Proof of 
service (by affidavit or, in case of an 
attorney at law, by certificate) should be 
filed with the request. Any request for a 
hearing shall identify specifically the 
issues of fact or law that are disputed. A 
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person who so requests will be notified 
of any hearing, if ordered, and will 
receive a copy of any notice or order 
issued in this matter. After said date, the 
declaration, as amended, or as it may be 
further amended, may be permitted to 
become effective. 


For the Commission, by the Division of 
Corporate Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[Fr Doc. 82-32443 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 19235; SR-NYSE-82-15] 


New York Stock Exchange, Inc.; Order 
Approving Proposed Rule Change 


November 15, 1982. 


The New York Stock Exchange, Inc. 
(“NYSE”), 11 Wall Street, New York, 
N.Y. 10005, submitted on September 24, 
1982, copies of a proposed rule change 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act’’) and Rule 19b—4 thereunder, to 
amend NYSE Rule 301.27 to eliminate 
the initiation fee otherwise payable to 
the NYSE in the specific circumstances 
described in the proposal. Under the 
proposal, a membership may be 
transferred under option (c) of an “a—b- 
c” agreement to a member 
organization's officer, partner or 
employee who is not active on the floor 
of the exchange with payment of the 
usual initiation fee to the exchange. A 


~ gecond inititation fee will not be due 


under the proposal upon a retransfer of 
the membership, within 90 days of this 
first transfer, to an officer, partner, or 
employee who is to “work” the 
membership on the floor of the 
exchange. 

Notice of the proposed rule change 
together with the terms of substance of 
the proposed rule change was given by 
the issuance of a Commission Release 
(Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
19088, September 29, 1982) and by 
publication in the Rederal Register (47 
FR 45118, October 73, 1982). No 
comments were received with respect to 
the proposed rule change. 

The Commission finds that the 
proposed rule change is consistent with 
the requirements of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder 
applicable to a national securities 
exchange and, in particular, the 
requirements of Section 6 and the rules 
and the regulations thereunder. 

It is therefor ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the 
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above-mentioned proposed rule change 
be, and hereby is, approved. 

For the Commission, by the Division 
of Market Regulation pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 82-32451 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 22709; 70-6803] 


System Fuels, Inc., et al.; Proposed 
issuance and Sale of Note to Bank by 
Subsidiary Fuel Company and 
Guaranty by Operating Companies 
November 15, 1982. 

In the Matter of System Fuels, Inc,, 
Noro Plaza, 666 Poydras, New Orleans, 
Louisiana 70130; Arkansas Power & 
Light Company, First National Building, 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201; Louisiana 
Power & Light Company, 142 Delaronde 
Street, New Orleans, Louisiana 70174; 
Mississippi Power & Light Company, 
Electric Building, Jackson, Mississippi 
39201; New Orleans Public Service Inc., 
317 Baronne Street, New Orleans, 
Louisiana 70112. 

System Fuels, Inc. (“SFI”), an indirect 
subsidiary fuel company of Middle 
South Utilities, Inc., a registered holding 
company, and its parent companies 
listed above which are the Middle South 
system operating companies, have filed 
a declaration with this Commission 
pursuant to Sections 6{a), 7, and 12(b) of 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935 (“Act”) and Rule 45 promulgated 
thereunder. 

SFI proposes to borrow and reborrow, 
pursuant to a Revolving Credit 
Agreement (“Credit Agreement”) with 
Hibernia National Bank in New Orleans 
(“Bank”), up to an aggregate principal 
amount at any one time outstanding not 
to exceed $60,000,000. The borrowings 
will be evidenced by a single master 
note of SFI, representing the obligation 
of SFI to pay the amount of the 
commitment ($60,000,000) or, if less, the 
aggregate unpaid principal amount of all 
loans made by the Bank thereunder, plus 
accrued interest. As an inducement to 
the Bank to enter into the financing 
arrangements with SFI, the operating 
companies propose to join with SFI as 
parties to the Credit Agreement and to 
covenant and agree that they will take 
any and all action as may be necessary 
to keep SFI in a sound financial 
condition and to place SFI in a position 
to discharge, and to cause SFI to 
discharge, its obligations to the Bank 

. pursuant to the Credit Agreement and 
the note. The effective cost of borrowing 
under the Credit Agreement as of 


September 30, 1982, assuming fully 
adjusted 30 day certificates of deposit 
plus % of 1% and full utilization of the 
commitment, would equal 11.92%. For 
the Bank’s commitment under the Credit 
Agreement, SFI will pay to the Bank a 
commitment fee for the period from the 
effective date to the termination date or 
earlier termination of the commitment, 
computed at the rate of % of 1% per 
annum of the average daily unused 
portion of the commitment. As of 
September 30, 1982, the borrowing cost 
under the existing line of credit to be 
repaid was 13.50%. 

It is stated that the proceeds of the 
proposed note to the Bank will be used 
to (a) repay any outstanding borrowings 
of SFI from Citibank, N.A., which 
borrowings mature on December 31, 
1982, and which aggregated $47,400,000 
on August 31, 1982, (b) finance a portion 
of SFI's fuel oil inventory, (c) finance 
SFI's acquisition of natural gas, and (d) 
finance other expenditures in 
connection with SFI's fuel supply 
program. 

The declaration and any amendments 
thereto are available for public 
inspection through the Commission's 
Office of Public Reference. Interested 
persons wishing to comment or request 
a hearing should submit their views in 
writing by December 13, 1982, to the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549, 
and serve a copy on the declarants at 
the addresses specified above. Proof of 
service (by affidavit or, in case of an 
attorney at law, by certificate) should be 
filed with the request. Any request for a 
hearing shall identify specifically the 
issues of fact or law that are disputed. A 
person who so requests will be notified 
of any hearing, if ordered, and will 
receive a copy of any notice or order 
issued in this matter. After said date, the 
declaration, as filed or as it may be 
amended, may be permitted to become 
effective. : 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Corporate Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 82-32442 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] ~ 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Rel. No. 19241; File No. SR-OCC-82-23] 


Filing and immediate Effectiveness of 
Proposed Rule Change by Options 
Clearing Corp. 


November 16, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act”), 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is 


53547 


hereby given that on November 3, 1982, 
the Options Clearing Corporation 
(“OCC”) filed with the Securities 
Exchange Commission the proposed rule 
change as described herein. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 

The proposed rule change allows OCC 
to amend Article IX, Section 6 of its By- 
Laws with regard to OCC’s fiscal year. 
More specifically, the proposed rule 
change would allow OCC to terminate 
its fiscal year annually on December 31, 
rather than on June 30, as currently 
provided by Article IX, Section 6. OCC 
stated in its filing that, under the : 
proposed rule change, the efficiency of 
OCC’s budgeting and planning programs 
and its internal recordkeeping and 
administrative functions would be 
enhanced, because the proposed fiscal 
year would coincide with industry 
practice. OCC further stated that it 
believes the proposed rule change is 
consistent with Section 17A of the Act 
in that the public interest will be served 
by increasing OCC’s administrative 
efficiency. 

The foregoing change has become 
effective, pursuant to Section 19(b)(3)(A) 
of the Act and subparagraph (e) of 
Securities Exchange Act Rule 19b-4. At 
any time within 60 days of the filing of 
such proposed rule change, the 
Commission may summarily abrogate 
such rule change if it appears to the 
Commission that such action is 
necessary or appropriate in the public 
interest, for the protection of investors, 
or otherwise in furtherance of the 
purposes of the Act. 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the submission on 
or before December 17, 1982. Persons 
desiring to make written comments 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary of the Commission, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 450 Fifth 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20549. 
Reference should be made to File No. 
SR-OCC-82-23. 

Copies of the submission, all 
subsequent amendments, all written 
statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those which 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying at the 
Commission's Public Reference Room, 
450 Fifth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
Copies of the filing and of any 





subsequent amendments also will be 

available for inspection and copying at 

the principal office of the above- 

mentioned self-regulatory organization. 
For the Commission, by the Division of 

Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 

authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32449 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 8910-01-M 


[Rel. No. 19242; File No. SR-OCC-82-24] 


Filing of Proposed Rule Change by 
Options Clearing Corporation 
November 16, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act”), 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is 
hereby given that on November 3, 1982, 
the Options Clearing Corporation 
(“OCC”) filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission the proposed rule 
change as described herein. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 

The proposed rule change would 
allow OCC’s participants to make 
escrow deposits for short call positions 
in debt options of Government National 
Mortgage Association securities 
(“GNMAs”), U.S. Treasury bills and 
notes, and bank certificates of deposit 
(“CDs”). In addition, the proposed rule 
change expands OCC’s Escrow Receipt 
Depository (“ERD”) program to include 
escrow deposits of these underlying 
non-equity financial products. ERD 
currently permits only the deposit of 
common stocks in respect of equity 
options. More specifically, the proposal 
establishes procedures with which 
banks participating in ERD (“ERD 
banks’) must comply regarding the 
acceptance and maintenance of escrow 
deposits of financial products 
underlying non-equity options. The - 
proposed rule change also incorporates 
existing criteria governing “‘good- 
deliverable form” for deposited debt 
securities and sets forth the procedures 
to be followed by ERD banks in the 
event that the securities become 
undeliverable. OCC stated in its filing 
that it believes the proposed rule change 
is in accordance with Section 
17A(b)(3)(F) of the Act because it 
promotes the prompt and accurate 
clearance and settlement of debt options 
transactions. 

In order to assist the Commission in 
determining whether to approve the 
proposed rule change or institute 
proceedings to determine whether the 
proposed rule change should be 


disapproved, interested persons are 
invited to submit written data; views 
and arguments concerning the 
submission on or before December 17, 
1982. Persons desiring to make written 
comments should file six copies thereof 
with the Secretary of the Commission, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 5th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20549. Reference should be made to File 
No. SR-OCC-82-24. 

Copies of the submission, all 
subsequent amendments, all written 
statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those which 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying at the 
Commission’s Public Reference Room, 
450 5th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
Copies of the filing and of any 
subsequent amendments also will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 


For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-92448 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


Forms Under Review by Office of 
Management and Budget 


Agency Clearance Officer-Kenneth 
Fogash 202-272-2700. 

Upon written request copy available 
from: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of Consumer Affairs 
and Information Services, Washington, 
D.C. 20549. 

Extension of Clearance: Regulation A, 
No. 270-110. 

Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission has 
submitted for extension of clearance 
Regulation A under the Securities Act of 
1933 which provides a general 
exemption to the registration provisions 
of that Act which may be used by a 
variety of issuers to raise up to $1.5 
million worth of securities during any 12 
month period. 

The potential respondents are issuers 
who contemplate selling securities in an 
unregistered public offering, up to an 
aggregate amount of $1.5 million. 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Notices 


Submit comments to OMB Desk 
Officer: Robert Veeder 202-395-4614. 


November 18, 1982. 


Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32446 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 34-19247; File No. SR-CBOE- 
81-10] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; 
Proposed Rule Change by Chicago 
Board Options Exchange, Inc., 
Relating to Restriction on Acting as 
Market-Maker and Fioor Broker 


Comments requested on or before 
December 27, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 
U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby given 
that on June 17, 1981, with amendments 
on July 10, 1981, and November 9, 1982, 
the Chicago Board Options Exchange, 
Incorporated, filed with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission the proposed 
rule change as described in Items I, II 
and III below, which Items have been 
prepared from materials submitted by 
the self-regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 


I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 


The text-of the proposed rule change 
is as follows with additions italicized 
and deletions in brackets. 

Restriction on Acting as Market- 
Maker and Floor Broker. 

Rule 8.8. Except under unusual 
circumstances and with the prior 
permission of a Floor Official, no 
[Market-Maker] member shall, on the 
same business day and with respect to 
option contracts covering [the same 
underlying security] those underlying 
securities traded at a given station, act 
as [such] a Market-Maker and also act 
as a Floor Broker. 

. . . Interpretations and Policies 

.01 The word “station” means a 
location on the trading floor, usually a 
quarter of a trading pose, at which 
classes of option contracts are traded, 
which classes of options compose all or 
part of a Market-Maker appointment. 
An appointment must at least include 
all of the classes of options traded at 
one station. The word “station” is 
synonymous with the term “trading 
crowd.” 
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II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


In its filings with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
and basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The text of 
these statements may be examined at 
the places specified in Item IV below 
and is substantially set forth in sections 
(A), (B), and (C) below. 


(A) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and the 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


At present a member who kas 
effected transactions as a market maker 
is prevented from acting as a floor 
broker only in the same option class on 
the same day, which means that in the 
same trading crowd (in other words, at 
the same station, as defined in the 
proposed interpretation) he may make 
markets in some classes while doing 
floor brokerage in others. The primary 
purpose of the proposed rule change is 
to prevent market makers from acting as 
floor brokers in the same trading crowd 
on the same day, thus encouraging 
market makers to make markets in all 
classes at an assigned station. The rule 
change would coordinate with Rules 8.3 
and 8.7, which impose market-making 
obligations on market makers by station. 
The classes of options traded at a 
station comprise all or part of a market- 
maker appointment under those rules. 

The proposed revision also would 
lessen the potential conflict between 
Rule 8.7 and 8.8. The conflict arises 
when a market maker has acted as a 
floor broker in one of the classes of 
options constituting his appointment. If 
he is called on to make markets in that 
class of options pursuant to Rule 8.7, he 
is obligated to respond; but if he does, 
he would be in viclation of the present 
version of Rule 8.8. 

Finally, the proposed change reduces 
the potential for an unfair sharing of 
information between market makers and 
floor brokers in the same trading crowd. 
That sharing is difficult to police and 
could occur as follows. Member A does 
brokerage in option Y and makes 
markets in option Z in the same trading 
crowd, while member B does brokerage 
in option Z and makes markets in option 
Y. With respect to options Y and Z, A 
and B could share information 
respecting orders in their floor-broker 
decks that would give them an 
advantage in their market making. 
While such information could be shared 


from trading crowd to trading crowd, the 
conduct at issue is more likely to occur 
in a single trading crowd because of the 
ease with which the parties can 
communicate. 

Because the revision defines more 
precisely the roles of market maker and 
floor broker, encourages market makers 
to make markets in their appointed 
classes, and reduces the potential for an 
unfair sharing of information, all of 
which are in the public interest, the 
basis for the proposed revision is 
section 6(b)(5) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. 


(B) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


A member petition in opposition to 
this proposed rule change, which 
petition is quoted in full below, states 
that the proposed revision “* * * 
represents a restraint of trade regarding 
a membership.” The revision would 
prevent members from acting as floor 
brokers and making markets at the same 
station on the same business day. This 
would not prevent a member from acting 
either as a market maker or a floor 
broker at any station. He simply, by 
station, must make a choice to act as 
one or the other. With options on 141 
different underlying securities available, 
making such a choice by station, which 
usually involves options in three 
underlying stocks, has a limited, if any, 
anticompetitive effect. 

Balanced against this possible 
anticompetitive effect are the benefits 
that would result from the rule change. 
These include (1) increased incentive to 
make markets in all classes at a given 
station and (2) prevention of possible 
unfair information-sharing, as are more 
fully discussed in item three above. If 


_ there is any burden on competition, the 


Exchange believes it is reasonable and 
is necessary and appropriate under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
However, the ultimate result of this 
revision is expected to be greater 
competition and more liquid markets. 


(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Commenis on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants or Others 


Approximately 150 members signed a 
statement in opposition to the proposed 
rule change. That statement reads as 
follows: 

We wish to state our opinion relative 
to the proposed rule change regarding a 
member acting as a floor broker and 
market maker in the same group of 
options on the same day. 

We feel a member can act as a floor 
broker in one class of options and act as 
a market maker in one or more classes 


of options on a given day as long as they 
are not performing a dual function in the 
same class of options. Not to allow this 
represents a restraint of trade regarding 
a membership, and is an unnecessary 
ex-post-facto proposal that was not 
intended in the original rules or articles 
for membership. This appears to create 
a second-class restricted membership 
for those involved or those who may 
wish to do this at some point in time. 

There is no reason why someone 
cannot act in their crowd as both. This 
is in accordance with our present rules. 
If there was improper behavior, as in 
any matter, Floor Officials would bring 
this to the proper disciplinary 
proceeding. It would be impossible to 
watch orders in one crowd (quadrant) 
and try to market make physically in 
another. The attempt to remove this 
potential for income production is not in 
the best interest of the membership. 

In response to this statement the 
Exchange's Board of Directors called a 
special meeting of the membership to 
vote on whether this proposed rule 
change should be submitted to the SEC. 
The membership approved the proposed 
change for filing with the SEC. 


Ill. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 


Within 35 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period {i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii) 
as to which the self-regulatory 
organization consents, the Commission 
will: 

(A) By order approve such proposed 
rule change, or 

(B) Institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved. r 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent amendments, 
all written statements with respect to 
the proposed rule change that dre filed 
with the Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those that 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 





U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying at the 
Commission's Public Reference Section. 
Copies of such filing will also be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 
All submissions should refer to the file 
number in the caption above and should 
be submitted on or before December 27, 
1982. 

For the Commission by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Dated: November 17, 1982 
Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 82-32444 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 34-19252; File No. SR-CBOE- 
82-19] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; 
Proposed Rule Change By Chicago 
Board Options Exchange, Inc., 
Relating to Position Limits 

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 
U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby given 
that on November 9, 1982, the Chicago 
Board Options Exchange, Incorporated 
filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission the proposed rule change 
as described in Items I, II and III below, 
which Items have been prepared by the 
self-regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 


I. Text of Proposed Rule Change 

Additions are italicized; deletions are 
bracketed. 
Position Limits 

Rule 4.11. Except with the prior 
written permission of the President or 
his designee, no member shall make, for 
any account in which it has an interest 
or for the account of any customer, an 
opening transaction on any exchange in 
any option contract dealt in on the 
Exchange if the member has reason to 
believe that as a result of such 
transaction the member or its customer 
would, acting alone or in concert with 
others, directly or indirectly, hold or 
control or be obligated in respect of an 
aggregate position in excess of [2,000] 
5,000 option contracts (whether long or 
short) of the put class and the call class 
on the same side of the market covering 
the same underlying security, combining 
for purposes of this position limit long 
positions in put options with short 
positions in call options, and short 
positions in put options with long 


positions in call options, or such other 
number of option contracts as may be 
fixed from time to time by the Board as 
the position limit for one or more classes 
or series of options. Reasonable notice 
shall be given of each new position limit 
fixed by the Board, by posting notice 
thereof on the bulletin board of the 
Exchange. © 

* * *Interpretations and Policies: 

01. The following examples illustrate 
the operation of position limits 
established by Rule 4.11: 

(a) Customer A, who is long [2,000] 
5,000 XYZ calls, may at the same time 
be short [2,000] 5,000 XYZ calls, since 
long and short positions in the same 
class of options (i.e., in calls only, or in 
puts only) are on opposite sides of the 
market and are not aggregated for 
purposes of Rule 4.11. 

(b) Customer B, who is long [2,000] 
5,000 XYZ calls, may at the same time 
be long [2,000] 5,000 XYZ puts. Rule 4.11 
does not require the aggregation of long 
call and long put (or short call and short 
put) positions, since they are on 
opposite sides of the market. 

(c) Customer C, who is long [1,500] 
4,500 XYZ calls, may not at the same 
time be short more than 500 XYZ puts, 
since the [2,000] 5,000 contract limit 
applies to the aggregation of long call 
and short put positions in options 
covering the same underlying security. 
Similarly, if Customer C is also short 
[1,200] 4,200 XYZ calls, he may not at 
the same time be long more than 800 
puts, since the [2,000] 5,000 contract limit 
applies separately to the aggregation of 
short call and long put positions in 
options covering the same underlying 
security. 


Exercise Limits 


Rule 4.12. Except with the prior 
written permission of the President or 
his designee, no member shall exercise, 
for any account in which it has an 
interest or for the account of any 
customer, a long position in any option 
contract of a class of options dealt in on 
the Exchange where such member or 
customer, acting alone or in concert with 
others, directly or indirectly, has or will 
have exercised within any five 
consecutive business days aggregate 
long positions in excess of [2,000] 5,000 
option contracts of that class of options 
or such other number of option contracts 
as may be fixed from time to time by the 
Board as the exercise limit for that class 
of options. Reasonable notice shall be 
given of each new exercise limit fixed 
by the Board, by posting notice thereof 
on the bulletin board of the Exchange. 
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II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


In its filing with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
and basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The text of 
these statements may be examined at 
the places specified in Item IV below 
and is set forth in sections (A) (B), and 
(C) below. 


(A) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and the 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


The member petition calling for a 
special meeting on this subject 
described the purpose of the proposed 
rule change as follows: “The above 
proposed increase in the position and 
exercise limits is a necessary corollary 
to the substantial increase in options 
volume which the options markets have 
experienced in the past six months. In 
order to contribute to the maintenance 
of fair and orderly markets, many 
Market-Makers need the ability to 
supply the liquidity which the public has 
been and is currently demanding of the 
Exchange market place. So long as a 
member and its clearing firm believe 
that such member is financially capable 
of carrying position of up to 5000 options 
contracts on one side of the market, 
such members should be able to 
contribute to market liquidity to the 
extent of their Market-Maker 
obligations. Exchange member reporting 
and surveillance methodologies are 
presently comprehensive and 
sophisticated enough to eliminate the 
need to use the existing position and 
exercise limit levels as the means of 
combating manipulation. There have 
been few, if any, disciplinary cases 
where violations of the position or 
exercise limit rules disclosed 
manipulative intentions. Consequently, 
position and exercise limits should be 
increased to a level where those with 
Market-Maker obligations, and those 
Exchange members and members of the 
public with trading and investment 


' strategies which demand holding sizable 


positions in light of existing and/or 
anticipated market activity may satisfy 
their legitimate needs. The proposed 
5000 contract level should provide such 
satisfiction.” 

The statutory basis for the proposed 
rule change is section 6(b)(5) under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
Act), in that the change will contribute 
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to the maintenance of fair and orderly 
markets, 


(B) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


The Exchange does not believe that 
the proposed rule change will impose a 
burden on competition. 


(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received from 
Members, Participants or Others 


Comments were neither solicited nor 
received. 


Ill. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 


Within 35 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period (i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii) 
as to which the self-regulatory 
organization consents, the Commission 
will: 

(A) by order approve such proposed 
rule change, or 

(B) institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved. 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning of foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent amendments, 
all written statements with respect to 
the proposed rule change that are filed 
with the Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those that 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying in the 
Commission's Public Reference Section. 
Copies of such filing will also be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 
All submissions should refer to the file 
number of the caption above and should 
be submitted on or before December 17, 
1982. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 


Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 
authority. 


Dated: November 18, 1982. 
George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32456 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 34-19260; File No. SR-MCC- 
82-17] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; - 
Proposed Rule Change by Midwest 
Clearing Corp. Relating to Money 
Adjustment capability. 


Comments requested on or before 
December 17, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19{b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 
U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby given 
that on November 12, 1982 the Midwest 
Clearing Corporation filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
the proposed rule change as described 
in Items I, II, and III below, which Items 
have been prepared by the self- 
regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 


I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 


Amendment to MCC Rules 


Additions italicized—[Deletions 
Bracketed] 


Rule € Section 5 


* * * Interpretations and Policies: 
.01 Where a participant elects to 
have an amount charged to his account 
with the Corporation resulting from or 

in conjunction with transactions in 
securities, he shall authorize such 
charge to be made on the form so 
prescribed. Such charge shall thereupon 
be effected by the Corporation by 
charging the amount so demanded and 
authorized to the account of the 
participant so authorizing the charge 
and crediting the account of the 
participant designated by the 
participant so authorizing the charge. 
This money adjustment will be 
incorporated into a participant's daily 
money settlement figure. 


II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


In its filing with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
and basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The text of 
these statements may be examined at 
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the places specified in Item IV below. 
The self-regulatory organization has 
prepared summaries, set forth in 
Sections (A), (B), and (C) below, of the 
most significant aspects of such 
statements. 


(A) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


The proposed rule change enables 
MCC participants to submit a money 
adjustment ticket in order to charge the 
position of the initiating participant and 
credit the position of the receiving 
participant for any reason that results 
from or is in conjunction with 
transactions in securities. This 
procedure would eliminate the 
inconvenience and inefficiency of 
requiring the physical delivery between 
participants of a check for due bill 
payments, option premium payments, 
etc. Participants would benefit from 
having these and other money 
adjustments incorporated into a 
participant's daily money adjustment 
figure. 

The proposed money adjustment 
capability is consistent with Section 17A 
of the Act in that this capability will 
facilitate the prompt and accurate 
clearance and settlement of securities 
transactions, and the safeguarding of 
securities and funds related thereto, as 
are necessary for the protection of 
investors. 


(B) Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


The Midwest Clearing Corporation 
does not believe any burdens will be 
placed on competition as a result of the 
proposed rule change. 


(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received from 
Members, Participants or Others 


Comments have neither been solicited 
nor received. 


Ill. Date of Effectiveness of the 


Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 


The foregoing rule change has become 
effective pursuant to Section 19(b)(3) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 
subparagraph (e) of the Securities 
Exchange Act Rule 19b-4. At any time 
within 60 days of the filing of such 
proposed rule change, the Commission 
may summarily abrogate such rule 
change if it appears to the Commission 
that such action is necessary or 
appropriate in the public interest, for the 
protection of investors, or otherwise in 
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furtherance of the purposes of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views, and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent amendments, 
all written statements with respect to 
the proposed rule change that are filed 
with the Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person other than those that 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying in the 
Commission's Public Reference Section, 
450 Fifth Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 
Copies of such filing will also be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 
All submissions should refer to the file 
number in the caption above and should 
be submitted on or before December 17, 
1982. 

For the Commission by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Dated: November 18, 1982. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-3245 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 19251; File No. SR-CBOE-82- 
17) 


Chicago Board Options Exchange, 
inc., Filing and immediate 
Effectiveness of Proposed Rule 
Change 

November 18, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act’’), 15 U.S.C. 788(b)(1), notice is 
hereby given that on November 9, 1982, 
the Chicago Board Options Exchange, 
Incorporated (“CBOE”) filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
the proposed rule change as described 
herein. The Commission is publishing 
this notice to solicit comments on the 
proposed rule change from interested 
persons. 

The proposed rule change modifies 
the Exchange's policy with respect to 
the aggregation of option positions for 
purposes of its position and exercise 
limit rules. The proposed rule change 


indicates that the Exchange will not 
aggregate option positions in an account 
in which a member or customer has an 
interest unless such member or customer 
exercises control over the particular 
position.’ The proposal defines “control” 
as the ability to make, or to significantly 
influence, investment decisions 
respecting an account. The Exchange’s 
Business Conduct Committee will, 
however, decide the issue of control in 
specific instances. 

The foregoing changes has become 
effective, pursuant to Section 19(b)(3)(A) 
of the Act and subparagraph (e) of Rule 
19b—4 under the Act. At any time within 
60 days of the filing of such proposed 
rule change, the Commission may 
summarily abrogate such rule change if 
it appears to the Commission that such 
action is necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest, for the protection of 
investors, or otherwise in furtherance of 
the purposes of the Act. 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the submission 
within 21 days after the date of 
publication in the Federal Register. 
Persons desiring to make written 
comments should file six copies thereof 
with the Secretary of the Commission, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 Fifth Street, NW., Washington, DC 
20549. Reference should be made to File 
No. SR-CBOE-82-17. 

Copies of the submission, all 
subsequent amendments, all written 
statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those which 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. § 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying at the 
Commission's Public Reference Room. 
Copies of the filing and of any 
subsequent amendments also will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 


Previously, CBOE filed a proposed rule change, 
which became immediately effective pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(3)(A) of the Act, providing that the 
Exchange, in aggregating optioris positions, has 
been and will continue to consider not only a 
person's ownership interest in different accounts, 
but also whether the person is able to exercise 
control over the positions involved. See Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 18845 (June 28, 1982), FR 
29045 (July 2, 1982). The present filing goes one step 
further, effectively establishing control as the 
determinative factor in making aggregation 
decisions. ‘ 


For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-3245 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 a.m.] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 19249; SR-NASD-82-22] 


National Association of Securities 
Dealers, Inc.; Order Granting 
Accelerated Approval of Proposed 
Rule Change 


November 17, 1982. 

The National Association of Securities 
Dealers, Inc. (“NASD”), 1735 K Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 29549, 
submitted, on October 22, 1982, copies of 
a proposed rule change pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(1) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (‘‘Act’’) and Rule 
19b-4 thereunder. The proposed rule 
change consisted of Rules of Practice 
and Procedure for the Intermarket 
Trading System (“ITS”)/Computer 
Assisted Execution System (““CAES”) 
automated interface (“ITS/CAES 
Rules”).! Under the terms of the Plan 
governing the operation of the ITS and 
the ITS/CAES automated interface 
(“ITS Plan”), the NASD is required to 
adopt rules governing the manner of 
participation of CAES users in the ITS/ 
CAES automated interface. On May 6, 
1982, the Commission approved 
temporary ITS/CAES rules submitted by 
the NASD. Those rules expire on 
November 17, 1982.2 The NASD's 
proposed ITS/CAES Rules discussed 
herein were proposed as permanent 
rules to replace the interim rules now in 
place.® 


1The CAES is a computerized order routing and 
trading facility of the NASD which is made 
available to NASD members for over-the-counter 
trading; the ITS is an electronic communication 
system operated jointly by certain national 
securities exchanges and the NASD. On May 17, 
1982, an automated interface connecting the NASD’s 
CAES and the ITS became operational, pursuant to 
Commission order. See Securities Exchange Act 
Release No. 17744 (April 2, 1981), 48 FR 23856 
(“Linkage Order”). That order established an initial 
six month pilot period for the interface. 

In order to ensure prompt commencement of the 
ITS/CAES interface, the NASD submitted ITS/ 
CAES rules before it had fully resolved a number of. 
important issues bearing on the rules. To allow 
reconsideration of these issues, the NASD's original 
ITS/CAES rules were temporary in nature. 

* The expiration of the NASD's interim rules was 
scheduled to coincide with the expiration of the 
pilot phase of the ITS/CAES interface. Although the 
ITS/CAES interface pilot period has been extended 
untii January 15, 1983, because of the pendency of 
the Commission's proceedings with respect to 
various order exposure initiatives, see Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 19229 (November 9, 
1982), the NASD's ITS/CAES Rules are still 
scheduled to expire on November 17, 1982, and 
hence must be replaced. 
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The proposed ITS/CAES Rules 
provide requirements for registration of 
ITS/CAES Market Makers, procedures 
for handling the withdrawal, suspension 
or revocation of an ITS/CAES Market 
Makers’ registration, and operating 
procedures to obtain interest from other 
market centers in ITS/CAES securities 
prior to the opening of CAES. In 
addition, the rules contain procedures 
for correcting trade-throughs of 
quotations displayed by other ITS 
markets or CAES market makers, * 
procedures for responding to trade- 
through inquiries received from other 
market centers, requirements prohibiting 
the entry of a quotation for an ITS/ 
CAES security that locks or crosses the 
market of another ITS/CAES market 
maker or ITS participant exchange,® and 
requirements for the execution of block 
transactions in ITS/CAES securities. 
Finally, the proposed rules contain 
requirements for the clearance and 
settlement of transactions executed by a 
particular ITS/CAES market maker. © 

Notice of the proposed rule change 
and its terms was given in Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 19719 
(October 26, 1982), and published in the 
Federal Register (47 FR 49767) on 
November 2, 1982.° At the time the 
Commission noted that it was 
considering the NASD's request for 
accelerated approval of the rules so that 
these rules would be effective by the 


*As a general matter, a trade-through occurs 
when an order is executed in one market center at a 
price that is inferior to a quotation displayed by 
another market center. On March 31, 1981, the 
existing ITS participants submitted to the 
Commission rules that they had developed on their 
own initiative, to provide procedures for correcting 
trade-throughs. The NASD was not an ITS 
participant when these rules were discussed and 
agreed upon by the participants, and thus did not 
participate in those discussions. The ITS Plan was 
amended at that time to require participants to 
adopt trade-through rules “substantially the same” 
as that included as an exhibit to the Plan. See 
Securities Exchange Act Release No. 17703 (April 3, 
1981). Similarly, in the amendments to the ITS Plan 
including the NASD in ITS, adopted by the 
Commission in Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
18713 (May 6, 1982), 47 FR 20413 (“ITS Plan 
Release”), the NASD was required to adopt 
requirements incorporating “in an appropriate 
fashion” the concepts of the trade-through rule 
included as an exhibit to the ITS Plan; a trade- 
through rule identical to the exhibit rule was not 
required. 

5 A locked market occurs when the published bid 
of one market center equals the published offer of 
another market center. A crossed market occurs 
when the published bid of one market center is 
higher than the published offer of another market 
center. 

* At the time the NASD's ITS/CAES Rules were 
noticed, final approval of the rules by the NASD's 
Board of Governors had not yet been received. The 
Board approved these proposals on October 28, 
1982, as indicated in Amendment No. 1 to SR- 
NASD-82-22, submitted to the Commission on 
November 2, 1982. 


expiration of the interim rules on 
November 17, 1982. 

The Commission has received one 
comment on the proposed rules to date, 
submitted by the New York Stock 
Exchange, Inc. (“NYSE”).’ This comment 
addressed two substantive aspects of 
the proposed rules: § First, it criticized 
the ITS/CAES Rules for creating 
additional remedies for certain trade- 
throughts other than those contained in 
the ITS Exchange Participant trade- 
through rules; second, it objected to a 
paragraph in the proposed Rules 
withholding application of the NASD 
trade-through rules from markets whose 
trade-through rules are not substantially 
similar to those of the NASD. 

The ITS/CAES Rules are 
substantively identical to the ITS 
Exchange participants rule with regard 
to trade-throughs involving an agency 
order. ® However, the ITS/CAES Rules 
provide that when a complaint is 
received concerning a trade-through 
involving two ITS/CAES market makers 
acting as principal, the trade-through 
can be remedied either by (i) voiding the 
trade; (ii) the market makers agreeing to 
correct the trade price to a price at 
which a trade-through would not have 
occurred; or (iii) the initiating ITS/CAES 
market maker (that is, the market maker 
who directed the order for execution 
against another market maker’s CAES 
quotation) satisfying the bid or offer 
traded through in its entirety. The 
exchange trade-through rules only 
provide the first remedy, voiding the 
trade, in the case of principal trades 
effected on or through the facilities of a 
participating ITS exchange. 


7 Letter from James Buck, Secretary, NYSE to 
George Fitzsimmons, Secretary, SEC, dated 
November 12, 1982. The NYSE also included its 
earlier comments on the ITS/CAES rules during the 
interim period. These comments are available for 
public inspection at the Commission's Public 
Reference Room. 

® The NYSE also addressed a question raised by 
the NASD in its filing but not included in the rule: 
whether the trade-through rules of the Exchange 
Participants in ITS should protect all displayed 
quotations in CAES or only the aggregate of the 
quotations at the best price available in CAES. This 
point was discussed previously in the ITS Plan 
Release, supra note 4, at 14 n.15, 47 FR 20413, 20417 
n.15. Although the NASD's position is not in 
question in this rule filing, the Commission believes 
that this position merits serious attention. 
Accordingly, the Commission believes that the ITS 
Exchange Participants and the NASD should 
address this question directly, apart from the 
continuing discussions regarding intermarket limit 
order protection, with a view of resolving this issue 
expeditiously. 

® These rules require that when a complaint is 
received concerning a trade-through involving an 
agency order, the quotation traded-through should 
be satisfied or the price of the transaction corrected 
to a price at which the trade-through would not 
have occurred, and in either case the customer 
should get the benefit of the better price. 


The NYSE argued that the latter two 
remedies would detract from the Rule's 
objective of discouraging trade-throughs 
by reducing the economic disincentive 
to trading through inherent in the 
remedy of voiding the trade.’ In 
particular, the NYSE suggested that, 
because the receiving market maker 
generally would be unwilling to adjust 
the trade to a worse price then it had 
bargained for, the only realistic 
alternative to voiding the trade was the 
third remedy, that of satisfying the bid 
or offer traded-through. The NYSE 
argued that, given various factors such 
as the “market maker's own 
circumstances” and “the likelihood of a 
complaint”, this remedy creates less 
disincentive to trading-through superior 
exchange quotations than if the 
complaint automatically would result in 
the trade being voided. 

The Commission believes that the 
development of the trade-through rule 
(and the accompanying block policy) is 
an important development in the 
evolution of a national market system. 
Trade-throughs undermine the ability of 
market participants to compete 
effectively for order flow and should be 
eliminated to the extent practicable. The 
Commission believes, however, that the 
goal of avoiding trade-throughs can be 
achieved without requiring identical 
rules on the part of all of the ITS 
participants so long as those rules 
provide appropriate and effective 
disincentives against trade-throughs. 

The Commission discussed in detail 
the differences between the NASD 
trade-through rule and the trade-through 
rule of the other ITS participants in the 
ITS Plan Release. At that time, the 
Commission concluded that the NASD’s 
interim trade-through rule, substantially 
similar to the present proposed rule, 
applied “in an appropriate fashion” the 
concepts of the exchange rules and 
provided all the basic protections 
afforded by the exchange participants 
rules. "! Although it recognized the 
difference noted by the NYSE, it 


The NYSE also suggested that the second 
remedy, if interpreted to permit changing the price 
of the trade without changing the substance of the 
transaction, would eliminate the trade-through 
rules’ economic disincentive to ignoring superior 
exchange quotations. The Commission understands 
that this is not the NASD's intent with regard to the 
Rule and that the Rule would require that the 
economic consequences of the trade be altered. In 
any case, if the trade report were changed without 
changing the economic consequences, such activity 
would violate Rule 11Aa3-1 under the Act. 
Moreover, because principal trades are effected on 
a wholesale basis without mark-ups, fraudulent 
tape prints, such as those theoretically envisioned 
by the NYSE, would be readily susceptible to 
surveillance and disciplinary action. 

"'See ITS Plan Release, supra note 4, at 16. 
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indicated that slight differences in rules 
such as this could be justified because 
of CAES’ unique automatic execution 
capability. 

The Commission continues to believe 
that the NASD's rule is sufficiently 
similar to the trade-through rule 
required in the ITS Plan. Although there 
is substantial merit in having identical 
trade-through rules for all ITS 
participants, the Commission has no 
basis to object to disparities in rules if 
the proffered rules provide essentially 
similar disincentives to trade-throughs. 
The Commission believes that the 
NASD’s rule provides such _ 
disincentives. Moreover, while the 
Commission believes in principal that 
usage of the national market system 
should be subject to substantially 
similar rules, and recognizes that the 
choice of disincentives for trade- 
throughs (i.e., voiding the trade versus 
satisfying the bid or offer traded- 
through) is subject to debate, the 
Commission does not believe that, in 
this limited circumstance, either concern 
results in the NASD’s rules being 
inconsistent with the purposes of the 
Act, the statutory standard for review of 
the NASD's proposed rule change. 

In examining the differences between 
the NASD’s rules and those of the 
participants, the Commission notes that 
the automatic execution capability of 
CAES can result in executions taking 
place automatically at a CAES market 
maker's quotation at an inferior price 
without any action on that market 
maker's part; consequently, it appears 
reasonable to provide means for the 
resulting trade-through to be corrected 
without action on that market maker's 
part.’* More importantly, the NASD’s 
additional remedies appear to provide 
similar economic disincentives to 
trading-through: in particular the remedy 
of satisfying the quotation traded- 
through forces the initiating market 
maker to execute an additional 
transaction, trading additional securities 
at a greater cost than in the trade- 
through transaction, which in most 
cases would itself constitute an 
economic discentive.'* This disincentive 


"2 It appears that a trade between two CAES 
market makers that is consummated on the 
telephone may involve somewhat different 
considerations, because of the active involvement 
of both market makers. Although, as dis 
above, the Commission believes that the NASD's 
rule is an appropriate means of addressing trade- 
through concerns, it also believes that further 
discussions between the NASD and the ITS 
Exchange participants concerning whether those 
trades should be treated in the same manner as 
principal trades on an exchange would be 
appropriate. 

‘8 The NYSE identifies the likelihood of a 
complaint as a factor reducing the NASD Rule's 


would be all the greater if the market 
moves away from the quotation during — 
the time of the complaint and 
satisfaction. '* Accordingly, the 
Commission regards the additional 
trade-through remedies in the NASD 
ITS/CAES rules as acceptable. * 

The NYSE’s second substantive 
comment on the NASD proposed ITS/ 
CAES rules concerns paragraph 
(h)(3)(D) of the Rules, which states that 
the NASD’s trade-through rule shall not 
apply to any participant exchange which 
does not have in effect a similar rule 
imposing similar obligations and 
responsibilities. The NYSE expressed 
concern that the NASD’s reservation of 
authority concerning the application of 
its trade-through rules was unwarranted 
and unnecessary. 

While the Commission would be 
troubled by this paragraph if it were 
read to entitle the NASD to unilaterally 
withhold application of its trade-through 
rule to other markets, the Commission 
does not interpret this paragraph as 
granting the NASD authority to withhold 
application of its trade-through rule to 
other markets at will. In this regard, the 
Commission believes that the existing 
rules of all of the ITS participants do, in 
fact, impose similar obligations and 
responsibilities. Therefore, the 
Commission reads this paragraphs as 
only applying to instances where a 
market eliminated or radically altered 
the content of its trade-through rule in a 
manner inconsistent with the trade- 
through rule required in the ITS Plan. 
Accordingly, the Commission believes 
that the NASD’s ITS/CAES Rules, 
including paragraph (h)(d)(3) if viewed 
in this manner, is consistent with the 
requirements of the ITS Plan. 

For the foregoing reasons, the 
Commission finds that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the 
requirements of the Act and the rules 
and regulations thereunder applicable to 
the NASD, and in particular, the 
requirements of Section 11A and 15A, 
and the rules and regulations 
thereunder. 


disincentive effect; however, the dependence on a 
complaint initiating the trade-through procedures is 
a factor reducing the disincentive effect of the 
exchange trade-through rules to the same extent as 
the NASD trade-through rules. 

"Indeed, the alternative of salisfying the 
quotation may encourage use of the complaint 
procedures by other market centers because under 
this alternative the complainant would receive 
stock at its quotation price. 

'SThe Commission also notes that other remedies 
besides voiding currently are provided in an 
informa) manner in the context of a trade-through 
occurring as the result of an ITS transaction 
between two markets, where, as in CAES, there is , 
no face-to-face interaction before execution. 
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The Commission finds good cause for 
approving the proposed rule change 
prior to the thirtieth day after the date of 
publication of the notice of filing thereof, 
in that the NASD's interim ITS/CAES 
Rules expire on November 17, 1982, and 
under the terms of the ITS Plan must be 
replaced immediately in order for the 
ITS/CAES interface to continue 
operation. Moreover, since publication 
of the Commission's notice in the 
Federal Register on November 2, 1982, 
public commentators have had at least 
two weeks in which to comment and the 
only commentator who discussed the 
interim rules has commented on the 
proposed permanent rules. 

It is therefore ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19{b)(2) of the Act, that the 
above-mentioned proposed rule change 
be, and hereby is, approved. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32455 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 19260; File No. SR-PSE-82-13} 


Pacific Stock Exchange, Inc.; Filing of 
Proposed Rule Change 
November 18, 1982. 

Pursuant to Section 19{b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the 
“Act”), 15 U.S.C. § 78s{b)(1), notice is 
hereby given that on November 8, 1982, 
the Pacific Stock Exchange, 
Incorporated (“PSE”) filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
the proposed rule change as described 
herein. The Commission is publishing 
this notice to solicit comments on the 
proposed rule change from interested 
persons. 

The proposed rule change provides for 
an increase in position and exercise 
limits to 3,000 contracts.’ Currently, 
Section 5 of PSE’s Rule VI provides that 
aggregate option positions may not 
exceed 2,000 contracts on the same side 
of the market in the same underlying 
equity security and Section 6 of Rule VI 
provides that the aggregate number of 
equity option contracts of a particular 
class exercised in any five consecutive 
days may not exceed 2,000 contracts. 
PSE contends that the proposed rule 
change is necessary at this time because 
there has been an increased use of the 
options markets and the concomitant 


‘On October 22, 1980, the Commission approved 
position and exercise limit increases from 1,000 to 
2,000 option contracts. See Securities Exchange Act 
Release No. 17237. 
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use of trading strategies involving little 
or no risk which result in market 
participants having positions on both 
sides of the market.” 

In order to assist the Commission in 
determining whether to approve the 
proposed rule change or institute 
proceedings to determine whether the 
proposed rule change should be 
disapproved, interested persons are 
invited to submit written data, views 
and arguments concerning the 
submission within 21 days after the date 
of publication in the Federal Register. 
Persons desiring to make written 
comments should file six copies thereof 
with the Secretary of the Commission, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
450 Fifth Street, N.W., Washington, DC 
20549. Reference should be made to File 
No. SR-PSE-82-13. 

Copies of the submission, all 
subsequent amendments, all written 
statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those which 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552, will be available for 
inspection and copying at the 
Commission's Public Reference Room. 
Copies of the filing and of any 
subsequent amendments also will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned selfregulatory organization. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Shirley E. Hollis, 

Assistant Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 62-32454 Filed 11-24-82; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 34-19248; Amendment No. 4 
to File No. SR-PHLX-1981-4] 


Self-Reguiatory Organizations; 
Proposed Rule Change by Philadelphia 
Stock Exchange, Inc., Relating to a 
Proposal To Establish an Exchange 
Market in Standardized Options on 
Foreign Currencies on or Before 
December 17, 1982. 


Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15 


*The Chicago Board Options Exchange, 
Incorporated (“CBOE”) also has submitted a 
proposal to increase position and exercise limits for 
options on equity securities from 2,000 to 3,000 _ 
contracts. See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 
19200 (November 1, 1982), 47 FR 50793 (November 9, 
1982) (File No. SR-CBOE-82-10). The CBOE recently 
has submitted a second proposal to increase limits 
to 5,000 contracts. See File No. SR-CBOE-82-19. 


U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby given 
that on November 10, 1982, the 
Philadelphia Stock Exchnge filed with 
the Securities and Exchange 
Commission the proposed rule changes 
as described in Items I, II and III below, 
which Items have been prepared by the 
self-regulatory organization. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
changes from interested persons. 


Item I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 


the Proposed Rule Change 


The Philadelphia Stock Exchange, Inc. 
(“PHLX”) has proposed to amend Rule 
722 to File No. SR-PHLX-1981-4 
pertaining to the establishment of an 
exchange market in standardized 
options on foreign currencies. The 
proposed rule change would make clear 
that all long foreign currency option 
positions must be fully paid for within 7 
business days after the date of purchase. 
This rule change also would make clear 
that all margin monies due with respect 
to foreign currency option positions 
must be posted within 7 full business 
days following the date on which the 
position is entered into or the date on 
which the position is “marked to 
market,” as the case may be. 

In addition, the Commentary to this 
Rule would be amended to specify the 
criteria and requirements that banks 
and trust companies must satisfy before 
they will be approved by the Exchange 
to issue letters of credit pursuant to Rule 
722(d)2.(H). This Commentary also 
would be amended to require the 
Business Conduct Committee to 
establish a Foreign Currency Options 
Margin Subcommittee to review, on a 
continuing basis, the protection afforded 
by PHLX’s foreign currency options 
margin requirements and to recommend, 
as it deems advisable, that higher 
margin be imposed with respect to 
certain foreign currency option 
positions. 


Item II. 


(A) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


The changes proposed in Rule 722 are 
technical in nature and are designed to 
conform foreign currency option 
payment and margin requirements to the 
requirements applicable to other option 
products. The changes proposed in the 
Commentary: to Rule 722 are designed to 
assure that letters of credit are issued 
only by sophisticated and extremely 
well-capitalized financial institutions 
and to help assure that PHLX’s proposed 


foreign currency options margin 
requirements will provide sufficient 
protection to PHLX’s members even if 
the volatilities of the underlying foreign 
currencies should change. . 


(B) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


PHLX does not believe that the 
proposed rule change will impose any 
burden on competition. 


(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received from 
Members, Participants, or Others 


Formal comments on the proposed 
rule change have not been solicited or 
received. 


Item III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 


Commission Action 


Within 35 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period {i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii) 
as to which the above-mentioned self- 
regulatory organization consents, the 
Commission will: 

(A) by order approve such proposed 
rule change, or 

(B) institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved. 


Item IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views and 
arguments concerning the foregoing. 
Persons making written submissions 
should file six copies thereof with the 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, N.W.., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent amendments, 
all written statements with respect to 
the proposed rule change that are filed 
with the Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other than those that 
may be withheld from the public in 
accordance with the provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 552 will be available for 
inspection and copying in the 
Commission's Public Reference Section. 

Copies of such filing will also be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the above- 
mentioned self-regulatory organization. 
All submissions should refer to the file 
number in the caption above and should 
be submitted on or before December 17, 
1982. 





For the Commission by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

Dated: November 17, 1982. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 82-32459 Filed 11-24-82; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
[License No. 09/09-0302] 


AMF Financial, Inc.; Issuance of a 
License to Operate as a Small 
Business Investment Company 


On March 11, 1982, a notice was 
published in the Federal Register (47 FR 
13071), stating that AMF Financial, Inc., 
located at 2657 Vista Way, Suite 5, 
Ocean Side, California 92054 filed an 
application with the Small Business 
Administration pursuant to 13 CFR 
107.102 (1982), for a license to operate as 
a small business investment company 
under the provisions of Section 301(c} of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, as amended. 

The period for comment expired on 
March 26, 1982, and no significant 
comments were received. 

Notice is hereby given that 
considering the application and other 
pertinent information, SBA has issued 
License No. 09/09-0302 to AMF 
Financial, Inc. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Smal] Business 
Investment Companies) 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 
Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 
[FR Doc. 82-32437 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


{License No. 06/06-0253] 


Business Capital Corporation of 
Arlington; issuance of License to 
Operate as a Small Business 
Investment Company 


On December 3, 1981, a notice was 
published in the Federal Register (FR 
58765), stating that Business Capital 
Corporation of Arlington located at 1112 
Copeland Road, Suite 100, Arlington, 
Texas 76011, had filed an application 
with the Small Business Administration 
(SBA), pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 
(1981), for a license to operate as a small 
business investment company under the 
provisions of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, as amended. 


Interested parties were given until the 
close of business December 18, 1981, to 
submit their comments to SBA. No 
comments were received. 

Notice is hereby given that having 
considered the application and all other 
pertinent information, SBA issued 
License No. 06/06-0253 to Business 
Capital Corporation of Arlington on 
September 30, 1982, to operate as a 
small business investment company, 
pursuant to the Act. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 


Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 
Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 
[FR Doc. 82~32434 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-™ 


[License No. 06/06-0252] 


Richardson Capital Corp., Issuance of 
License To Operate as a Small 
Business Investment Company 


On June 9, 1982, a notice was 
puiblished in the Federal Register (FR 
25086), stating that Richardson Capital 
Corporation, 558 South Central 
Expressway, Richardson, Texas 75080 
had filed an application with the Small 
Business Administration (SBA), 
pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 (1982), for a 
license to operate as a small business 
investment company under the 
provisions of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, as amended. 

Interested parties were given until the 
close of business June 24, 1982, to submit 
their comments to SBA. No comments 
were received. 

Notice is hereby given that having 
considered the application and all other 
pertinent information, SBA issued 
License No. 06/06-0252 to Richardson 
Capital Corporation on October 26, 1982, 
to operate as a small business 
investment company, pursuant to 
Section 301(c) of the Act. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies.) 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 


Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 82-32438 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 
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[Application No. 04/04-5217] 


Central Georgia Capital Funding Corp.; 
Application for a License To Operate 
as a Small Business Investment 
Company 


An application for a license to operate 
as a small business investment company 
under the provisions of Section 301(d) of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, as amended (15 U.S.C. 661 e¢ seq.), 
has been filed by Central Georgia 
Capital Funding Corporation 
(Applicant), with the Small Business 
Administration (SBA), pursuant to 13 
CFR 107.102 (1982). 

The officers, directors and 
stockholders of the Applicant are as 
follows: 

Henry E. Downey, President, Director, 24 
percent shareholder, 2648 Rex Road, 
Ellenwood, GA 30049. 

Charles Burton Blackmon, Vice 
President, Director, 24 percent, 100 
Ben Horton Drive, McDonough, GA 
30253. 

Otis Bellamy, Chairman of the Board, 
Treasurer, 26 percent, 2063 West 
Panola Road, Ellenwood, GA 30049. 

Joel Griffin Patrick, Jr., Secretary, 
Director, 560 Hawthorne Drive, 
Fayetteville, GA 30214. 

Clifford W. Bellamy, Director, 26 
percent, 2017 West Panola Road, 
Ellenwood, GA 30049. 

Richard W. Naylor, Director, 4287 
Glengary Drive, N.E., Atlanta, GA 
30342, 

The Applicant, a Georgia corporation, 
with its principal place of business at 
Panola and Fairview Roads, Ellenwood, 
Georgia 30049 will begin operations with 
$500,000 of paid-in capital and paid-in 
surplus derived from the sale of 5,000 
shares of common stock. 

The Applicant will conduct its 
activities primarily in the State of 
Georgia. 

Applicant intends to provide 
assistance to qualified socially or 
economically disadvantaged small 
business concerns. 

As a small business investment 
company under Section 301(d) of the 
Act, the Applicant has been organized 
and chartered solely for the purpose of 
performing the functions and conducting 
the activities contemplated under the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
as amended, from time to time, and will 
provide assistance solely to small 
business concerns which will contribute 
to a well-balanced national economy by 
facilitating ownership in such concerns 
by persons whose participation in the 
free enterprise system is hampered 
because of social or economic 
disadvantages. 
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Matters involved in SBA’s 
consideration of the Applicant-include 
the general business reputation and 
character of the proposed owners and 
management, and the probability of 
successful operation of the Applicant 
under this management, including 
adequate profitability and financial 
soundness, in accordance with the Small 
Business Investment Act and the SBA 
Rules and Regulations. 

Notice is hereby given that any person 
may, not later than 15 days from the 
date of publication of this notice, submit 
to SBA written comments on the 
proposed Applicant. Any such 
communication should be addressed to 
the Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment, Small Business 
Administration, 1441 “L” Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20416. 

A copy of this notice shall be 
published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in Ellenwood, Georgia. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 

Dated: November 22, 1982. 


Robert G. Lineberry, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 82-32436 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


[License No. 09/09-0318] 


Glover Capital Corp.; Application for a 
License To Operate as a Small 
Business Investment Company 


Notice is hereby given that an 
application has been filed with the 
Small Business Administration (SBA) 
pursuant to § 107.102 of the Regulations 
governing small business investment 
companies (13 CFR 107.102 (1982)), for a 
license to operate as a small business 
investment company, under the 
provisions of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, as amended (the 
Act), (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) by: 

Applicant: Glover Capital Corporation 

Address: 655 Deep Valley Drive, Suite 
320, Rolling Hills Estates, California. 

Proposed Private Capital: $500,000. 

Area of Operations: State of 
California. 

Officers, Directors and Stockholders: 
M. D. Glover, Director; President, 2252 

The Terrace, Brentwood, CA 90049. 

]. D. Ray, Director; Vice President and 
General Manager, 1404 Granvia 
Altamira, Palos Verdes, CA 90274. 

M. D. Glover, Jr., Director; Vice 
President, 6762 Breakers Way, 
Ventura, CA 93001. 

Glover Enterprises, Inc., Sole 
Shareholder, 100 percent, 655 Deep 


Valley Drive, Rolling Hills Ests., CA. 
Owned by: M. D. Glover, 62 percent; 
M. D. Glover as Trustee of W. H. Glover, 
Jr., 13 percent; M. D. Glover as Trustee 

of W. H. Glover Trust, 25 percent. 

Matters involved in SBA’s 
consideration of the application include 
the general business reputation and 
character of the proposed owners and 
management, and the probability of 
successful operations of the new 
company under their management, 
including adequate profitability and 
financial soundness, in accordance with 
the Act and Regulations. 

Notice is hereby given that any person 
may not later than 15 days from the date 
of publication of this Notice, submit 
written comments to the Deputy 
Associate Administrator for Investment, 
Small Business Administration, 1441 “L” 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20416. 

A copy of this notice will be published 
in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the Rolling Hills Estate, California area. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies.) 


Dated: November 19, 1982. 


Robert G. Lineberry, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 82-32439 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


[License No. 09/09-0316] 


Wells Fargo Equity Corp.; Issuance of 
License to Operate as a Small 
Business Investment Company 


On August 18, 1982, a notice was 
published in the Federal Register (FR 
36063), stating that Wells Fargo Equity 
Corporation, 475 Sansome Street, San 
Francisco, California 94111 had filed an 
application with the Small Business 
Administration (SBA), pursuant to 13 
CFR 107.102 (1982), for a license to 
operate as a small business investment 
company under the provisions of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
as amended. 

Interested parties were given 15 days 
to submit their comments to SBA. No 
comments were received. 

Notice is hereby given that having 
considered the application and all other 
pertinent information, SBA issued 
License No. 09/09-0316 to Wells Fargo 
Equity Corporation on October 29, 1982, 
to operate as a small business 
investment company, pursuant to the 
Act. 
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(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies.) 

Robert G. Lineberry, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

November 19, 1982. 

[FR Doc. 82-32435 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 
[Summary Notice No. PE-82-23] 


Petitions for Exemption; Summary of 
Petitions Received, Dispositions of 
Petitions Issued 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of petitions for 
exemption received and of dispositions 
of prior petitions. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to FAA’s 
rulemaking provisions governing the 
application, processing, and disposition 
of petitions for exemption (14 CFR Part 
11), this notice contains a summary of 
certain petitions seeking relief from 
specified requirements of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Chapter J), 
dispositions of certain petitions 
previously received and corrections. The 
purpose of this notice is to improve the 
public’s awarness of, and participation 
in, this aspect of FAA's regulatory 
activities. Neither publication of this 
notice nor the inclusion or omission of 
information in the summary is intended 
to affect the legal status of any petition 
or its final disposition. 


DATE: Comments on petitions received 
must identify the petition docket number 
involved and must be received on or 
before December 16, 1982. 


ADDRESS: Send comments on any 
petition in triplicate to: Federal Aviation 
Administration, Office of the Chief 
Counsel, Attn: Rules Docket (AGC-204), 
Petition Docket No. ——, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: The 
petition, any comments received and a 
copy of any final disposition are filed in 
the assigned regulatory docket and are 
available for examination in the Rules 
Docket (AGC-204), Room 916, FAA 
Headquarters Building (FOB 10A), 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20591; telephone (202) 
426-3644. 
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This notice is published pursuant to 
paragraphs (c), (e), and (g) of § 11.27 of 


Part 11 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR Part 11). 
Issued in Washington, D.C., on November 
19, 1982. 


PETITIONS FOR EXEMPTION 





Petitioner 


«| Trans World Airlines............ 





[ 


Sohio Alaska Petroleum Company. 


Israel Aircraft Industries, Ltd 


Philippine Airlines, Inc. (PAL) 


Regulations affected 


14 CFR Parts 21 and 91 


14 CFR 25.1305(d)(3) 


14 CFR 313(a) and 601(c) 


14 CFR 121.652(a) and (c) 
| 
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Richard C. Beitel, 
Acting Assistant Chief Counsel, Regulations 
and Enforcement Division. . 


Description of relief sought 


To permit petitioner to dry-lease certain B-727-90 series aircraft 
from Alaska Airlines (ASA) using ASA’s minimum equipment list 
and continous airworthiness maintenance program. 

To permit petitioner to obtain a type certificate for the Westwind 
Model 1125 without installation of a powerplant instrument to 
indicate engine rotor system unbalance. 

Extension of Exemption No. 2888E to allow petitioner to operate 
four leased, U.S.-registered B-747 airplanes, N741PR, N742PR, 
N743PR, and N744PR, using an FAA-approved continuous airwor- 
thiness maintenance program and the B-747 master minimum 
equipment list. 

To permit petitioner's B-767 Captains who have not served 100 
hours as pilot in command in Part 121 operations to operate its 
B-767 aircraft without increasing the landing weather minimums. 


DISPOSITIONS OF PETITIONS FOR EXEMPTION 





Petitioner 





Raleigh Flying Service, IC.............000 2 


[FR Doc. 82-32330 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


Chicago O’Hare International Airport, 
Chicago, Ill.; Environmental impact 
Statement and Meeting 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA); DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of Intent. 


SUMMARY: The FAA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
will be prepared and considered for . 
development planned for the next ten 
year time period at Chicago O'Hare 
International Airport. In order to ensure 
that all significant issues related to the 
proposed action are identified, two 


scoping meetings will be held at the 


Description of relief sought disposition 





Regulations affected 
| 


14 CFR 61.155(d)(2) 


14 CFR 91.307 


14 CFR 135.243(a) 


14 CFR 121.433 and 121.441 and Part 
121, Appendix F. 





14 CFR 141.5(b) 





FAA offices at 2300 East Devon Avenue, 


Des Plaines, Illinois. The first meeting 
will be held on Tuesday, December 14, 
1982 at 9:30 a.m. for Federal agencies. 
The second meeting will be held on 
Wednesday, December 15, 1982 at 9:30 
a.m. for state and local agencies. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jerry Mork, Airports Planner, Federal 
Aviation Administration, 2300 East 
Devon Avenue, Des Plaines, Illinois 
60018. 


TELEPHONE: (312) 694-7522. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
FAA, in cooperation with the City of 
Chicago Department of Aviation, will 
prepare an Environmental Impact 


To permit petitioner to credit.all flight time which is logged in the 
rear cockpit of the USAF F-4 as second in command time toward 
the 1,500 hours total flight time requirement for an airline trans- 
port pilot certificate. Denied 11/16/82. 

To amend Exemption No. 3080 to delete 24 aircraft. The present 
exemption aliows operation in the United States, under a service 
to small communities exemption, of specified two-engine air- 
planes, identified by registration and serial number, that have not 
been shown to comply with the applicable operating noise limits 
as follows: Until not later than Janury 1, 1988; 5 BAC-1-111, and 
30 DC 9s; and until not later than January 1, 1985, 17 DC-9 
aircraft. Granted 11/8/82. 

Renewal of Exemption 3106 which allows petitioner's pilots to 
complete the Boeing 727-100 24-month pilot-in-command check 
in an FAA-approved simulator. Granted 11/9/82. 

To permit Mr. James W. Doyle, an employee of petitioner, to act as 
pilot in command of a multiengine aircraft without holding an 
airline transport pilot certificate. Denied 11/8/82. 

To permit qualifying Part 121 carriers to combine recurrent training 
and proficiency checks for pilots in command into one annual 
training and proficiency check program. In addition, the line check 
required by § 121.440 would be administered 6 months subse- 
quent to the annual training and proficiency check sessions in lieu 
of the recurrent training presently required. Partial grant 11/10/ 
82. 

To permit petitioner to be issued a pilot school certificate when it 
has not trained and recommended at least 10 applicants for pilot 
certification and rating tests within the preceding 24 months. 
Denied 11/10/82. 


Statement (EIS) for development 
scheduled to occur at Chicago O'Hare 
International Airport over the next ten 
years. This development involves the 
construction of new and/or upgrading of 
airfield, terminal, and terminal support 
facilities. The following airfield facilties 
will be evaluated in the EIS: 
—Extension of runways 9L/27R and 
14R/32L 
—Construction of a second taxiway 
bridge 
—Construction of new taxiways 
—Relocation of the inner/outer terminal 
area taxiways 
—New apron construction 
—Construction of snow removal 
facilities 
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—Acquisition of the military site and 
demolition and replacement of 
existing USAF facilities 
Listed below are the terminal area 

projects to be evaluated: 

—Construction of a new International 
Terminal and Concourse 

—Expansion of existing terminal 
buildings 

—Construction of a new terminal 1 and 
new Concourses B/C 

—Construction of a commuter concourse 

—Construction of a new general 
aviation facility 

—cConstruction of new cargo complex 

—Expansion of the heating and 
refrigeration plant 
Terminal support facilities to be 

constructed include: 

—Terminal area roadway improvements 

—Airport ground access improvements 

—Construction of a new post office 
facility 

—People mover systems 

—Parking facilities 
To ensure that full range of issues 

related to these proposed projects are 

addressed and all significant issues 

identified, comments and suggestions 

are invited from all interested parties. 
Issued in Des Plaines, Illinois, on 

November 16, 1982. 

Peter A. Serini, 

Acting Manager, Airports Division, FAA, 

Great Lakes Region. 

[FR Doc. 82-32432 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


Federal Highway Administration 


Environmental Impact Statement: 
Campbell County, Virginia 
AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 


SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that an 
environmental impact statement will be 
prepared for a proposed highway project 
in Campbell County, Virginia. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert B. Welton, District Engineer, 
Federal Highway Administration, P.O. 
Box 10045, Richmond, Virginia 23240- 
0045, telephone: (804) 771-2682. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
FHWA, in cooperation with the Virginia 
Department of Highways and 
Transportation (VDH&T) will prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
on a proposal to construct a four-lane 
limited access bypass in Campbell 
County from existing Route 460 to 
Airport Road (Route 678). The proposed 
project will serve east-west traffic 


movement to and around the City of 
Lynchburg. 

Alternatives under consideration 
include: (1) Taking no action (no-build), 
(2) mass transit, (3) Transportation 
Systems Management alternative (TSM), 
(4) constructing a new four-lane 
roadway from Route 460 (east to Route 
681, near Timberlake) to Airport Road, 
(5) constructing a new four-lane 
roadway south of and paralleling Route 
460 from Route 460 (west of Route 811 in 
Bedford County) fo Airport Road, and 
(6) constructing a new four-lane 
roadway south of and paralleling Route 
681 from Route 460 (west to Route 681 
near Timberlake) to Airport Road. 
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 include 
interchanges at Routes 460, 682, and 
Airport Road. 

Letters describing the proposed action 
and soliciting comments will be sent to 
appropriate Federal, State, and local 
agencies and to private organizations 
and citizens who have previously 
expressed interest in this proposal. No 
formal scoping meeting is planned at 
this time. The Draft EIS will be available 
for public and agency review and 
comment. Following publication of the 
DEIS, a public hearing will be held. 
Public notice will be given of the time 
and place of the hearing. 

To ensure that the full range of issues 
related to this proposed action are 
addressed and all significant issues 
identified, comments and suggestions 
are invited from all interested parties. 
Comments or questions concerning this 
proposed action and the DEIS should be 
directed to the FHWA at the address 
provided above. 

Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance Program number 20.205, 
Highway Research, Planning and 
Construction. The provisions of OMB 
Circular No. A-95 regarding state and 
local clearinghouse review of Federal 
and Federally assisted programs and 
projects apply to this program. 

Issued on: November 17, 1982. 

Robert B. Welton, 

District Engineer, Richmond, Virginia. 
[FR Doc. 82-32263 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M 


Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration 


Recommended Fire Safety Practices 
for Rail Transit Materials Selection 
AGENCY: Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Notice and request for public 
comment. 


SumMMARY: The Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA) 


is issuing for public comment 
recommendations for testing 
flammability and smoke emission 
characteristics of materials used in the 
construction of rapid rail transit (RRT) 
and light rail transit (LRT) vehicles. 
These recommendations are based on 
the Transportation Systems Center’s 
“Proposed Guidelines for Flammability 
and Smoke Emission Specifications,” 
which the transit industry, in general, 
uses on a voluntary basis. 


DATE: Comments must be received by 
January 25, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Comments must be submitted 
to UMTA Docket No. 82-C, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration, 
Room 9228, 400 7th Street SW., 
Washington, DC 20590. All comments 
and suggestions received will be 
available for examination at the above 
address between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. Receipt of 
comments will be acknowledged by 
UMTA if a self-addressed, stamped 
postcard is included with each 
comment. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lloyd G. Murphy, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Urban Mass 
Transpartation Administration, Safety 
and Security Staff, Room 6431, 400 7th 
Street SW., Washington, DC 20590, 
Telephone: (202) 426-2896. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Comments will be consjdered to 
determine if the “Recommended Fire 
Safety Practices for Transit Materials 
Selection,” should be modified. 


Background 

The threat of fire in RRT and LRT 
vehicles is of major concern considering 
the large number of passengers carried 
on the vehicles and the high capital 
investment involved. An analysis, 
conducted by the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA), 
indicated that fire and smoke incidents 
represent between one and five percent 
of all rail incidents. Although the 
occurrence of severe transit fires is rare, 
the potential for fire is always present, 
and once ignition occurs and a fire 
spreads, life threatening situations may 
develop. 

Recent trends in the design and 
construction of RRT and LRT vehicles 
have resulted in the increased use of 
flammable, non-metallic materials such 
as plastics and elastomers for transit 
vehicle components. In many instances,. 
these materials are more flammable 
than the existing materials they replace 
and, therefore, increase the fire threat in 
the transit vehicle. This fire threat can 





be reduced or limited by minimizing 
adverse effects from the use of these 
non-metallic materials in the 
manufacture of transit vehicles and 
components. This may be accomplished 
by considering the materials’ 
flammability and smoke emission 
characteristics in the materials selection 
process. The choice of materials in some 
RRT and LRT vehicles shows that the 
fire threat associated with these non- 
metallic materials may not be 
recognized or appreciated by designers. 
The flammability and smoke emission 
characteristics of materials may have 
been overlooked, and the materials may 
have been selected for other desirable 
properties such as wear, impact 
resistance, maintainability, weight, etc. 

In 1973, UMTA, as part of its mission 
to improve mass transportation, 
initiated an effort to evaluate and 
improve fire safety in transit vehicles. In 
1974, “Proposed Guidelines for 
Flammability and Smoke Emission 
Specifications” of materials used in 
transit vehicles (Guidelines) were 
developed by the Transportation 
Systems Center (TSC) for UMTA. Since 
that time, these Guidelines have 
undergone periodic review and 
updating. 

An investigatory report on the Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District (BARTD) 
fire of January 17, 1979, by the National 
Transportation Safety Board, resulted in 
Safety Recommendation F-79-54 dated 
August 2, 1979, which recommended that 
the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration promulgate: “minimum 
fire safety standards for the design and 
construction of rapid transit vehicles.” 

Initially, UMTA intended to issue fire 
safety practices as a regulation; 
however, as noted in the Semi-annual 
Regulations Agenda of April 1981, this 
regulatory action was withdrawn, and 
the decision was made to publish the 
fire safety practices in the Federal 
Register as a recommendation. 


Scope ® 


The Recommended Fire Safety 
Practices for Transit Materials Selection 
are directed at improving the vehicle 
interior materials selection practices for 
the-procurement of new vehicles and the 
retrofit of existing RRT and LRT 
vehicles. Adoption of these 
recommended fire safety practices will 
help to minimize the fire threat in transit 
vehicles and, thereby, reduce the 
injuries and damage resulting from 
vehicle fires. 


Recommended Fire Safety Practices for 
Transit Materials Selection 


Application 


This document provides 
recommended fire safety practices for 
testing the flammability and smoke 
emission characteristics of materials 
used in the construction of RRT and LRT 
vehicles. 


Referenced Fire.Standards 


The source of test procedures listed in 

Table 1 are as follows: 

(1) Leaching Resistance of Cloth, FED- 
STD-191A—Textile Test Method 
5830 : 

Available from: General Services 
Administration, Specifications 
Division, Bldg. 197, Washington 
Navy Yard, Washington, DC 20407 

(2) Federal Aviation Administration 
Vertical Burn Test, FAR-25.853 

Available from: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, DC 
20402 

(3) American Society for Testing 
Materials (ASTM) 

(a) Specification for Gaskets, ASTM C- 

542 


(b) Surface Flammability of Flexible 
Cellular Materials Using a Radiant 
Heat Energy Source ASTM D-3675 

(c) Fire Tests of Building Construction 
and Materials, ASTM E-119 

(d) Surface Flammability of Materials 
Using a Radiant Heat Energy Source, 
ASTM E-162 
Available from: American Society for 

Testing and Materials, 1916 Race 
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103 

(4) National Fire Protection Association 
(NFPA) 

(a) Flooring Radiant Panel Test, NFPA- 
253 

(b) Smoke Generated by Solid Materials, 
NFPA-258 
Available from: National Fire 

Protection Association, 
Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 
02269 

(5) American Association of Textile 

Chemists and Colorists, Test 
(AATCC-86) 

Available from: American Association 
of Textile Chemists and Colorists, 
P.O. Box 12215, Research Triangle 
Park, NC 27709 

(6) Electrical Insulation Fire 

Characteristics, Volume I: 
Flammability Tests, UMTA-MA- 
06-0025-79-1, PB-294 840/4WT 

Electrical Insulation Fire 
Characteristics, Volume II: Toxicity, 
UMTA-MA-06-0025-79-2, PB-294 
841/4WT 
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Available from: The National 
Technical Information Service, 
Springfield, VA 22161 

In all instances the most recent issue 

of the document or the revision in effect 
at the time of request should be 
employed in the evaluation of the 
materials specified herein. 


Definition of Terms 


1. Critical Radiant Flux (CRF) as 
defined in NFPA 253 is a measure of the 
behavior of horizontally mounted floor 


_ covering systems exposed to flaming 


ignition source in a graded radiant heat 
energy environment in a test chamber. 

2. Flame spread index (I) as defined 
in ASTM E-162 is a factor derived from 
the rate of progress of the the flame 
front (F ) and the rate of heat 
liberation by the material under test (Q), 
such that =F 

3. Special optical density (D ) as 
defined in NFPA 258 is the optical 
density measured over unit path length 
within a chamber of unit volume, 
produced from a specimen of unit 
surface area, that is irradiated by a heat 
flux of 2.5 watts/cm for a specified 
period of time. 

4. Surface flammability denotes the 
rate at which flames will travel along 
surfaces. 

5. Flaming running denotes continuous 
flaming material leaving the site of 
material burning or material installation. 

6. Flaming dripping denotes periodic 
dripping of flaming material from the 
site of material burning or material 
installation. 

7. Light rail transit (LRT) vehicle 
means a streetcar-type transit vehicle 
operated on city streets, semi-private 
rights-of-way, or exclusive private 
rights-of-way. 

8. Rail rapid transit (RRT) vehicle 
means a subway-type transit vehicle 
operated on exclusive private rights-of- 
way with high-level platform stations. 


Recommended Test Procedures and 
Performance Criteria 


(a) The materials used in RRT and 
LRT vehicles should be tested according 
to the procedures and performance 
criteria set forth in Table 1. 


(b) Transit properties should require 
certification that combustible materials 
to be used in the construction of 
vehicles have been tested by a 
recognized independent testing 
laboratory, and that the results are 
within the recommended limits. 

(c) Although there are no 
Recommended Fire Safety Practices for 
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electrical insulation materials, 
information pertinent to the selection 
and specification of electrical insulation 
for use in transit fire environments is 
contained in the following UMTA 
reports: 

1. Electrical Insulation Fire 
Characteristics, Volume I, Flammability 
Tests, December 1978. 

2. Electrical Insulation Fire 
Characteristics, Volume II, Toxicity, 
December 1978. 


BILLING CODE 4910-57-M 
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TABLE 1. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TESTING THE FLAMMABILITY AND SMOKE 
EMISSION CHARACTERISTICS OF TRANSIT VEHICLE MATERIALS 


Function 
Category of Test Performance Criteria 
Material Procedure 
ASTM D-3675 < 
NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; D. (4.0) < 200 


Seating NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; 0. (4.0) < 200 


NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; 0,(4.0) < 200 


Upholstery!*23355 | Far 25.853 Flame Time < 10 sec; burn 
length < 6 inch 


NFPA 258 D, (4.0) < 250 coated 
D,(4.0) < 100 uncoated 
ASTM E-162 s 
NFPA 258 D0, (1.5) < 100; 0, (4.0) < 200 


aie i 


Ceiling 
NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; D. 4.0) < 200 


NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; D.(4.0) < 200 


35 
Windscreen'*? | ast €-162 | 
NFPA 258 0,(1.5) < 100; D,(4.0) < 200 
ao ne 


NFPA 258 D.(4.0) < 100 


ASTM E-162 I. < 100 
NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 100; D.(4.0) < 200 
.I, < 100 


Light Diffuser” ASTM E-162 
D,(7.5) < 100; D.(4.0) < 200 ; 
$ Ream Oe 
Flooring Structural ASTM E-119 
- | Covering? NFPA 253 C.R.F. > 0.5w/cm 


NFPA 258 D.(4.0) < 100 


Insulation | Acoustic! *435 ] ASTM E-162 I. < 25 
NFPA 258 D.(4.0) < 100 


Elas tomers | ASTM C-542 


Miscellaneous Exterior She11! #5 ASTM E-162 


NFPA 258 0, (1.5) < 100; D.(4.0) < 200 


covers !#5 NFPA 258 D.(1.5) < 1005 0,(4.0) < 200 


*Refers to Notes on Table 1. 
BILLING CODE 4910-57-C 
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Notes 


1. Materials tested for surface flammability 
should not exhibit any flaming running, or 
flaming dripping. 

2. Flammability and smoke emission 
characteristics should be demonstrated to be 
permanent by washing, if appropriate, 
according to FED-STD-191A Textile Test 
Method 5830. 

3. Flammability and smoke emission 
characteristics should be demonstrated to be 
permanent by dry-cleaning, if appropriate, 
according to AATCC-86. Materials that 
cannot be washed or dry cleaned should so 
be labeled and should meet the applicable 
performance criteria after being cleaned as 
recommended by the manufacturer. 

4. For double window glazing, the interior 
glazing should meet the materials 
requirements specified herein, the exterior 
glazing need not meet those requirements. 

5. NFPA-258 maximum test limits for 
smoke emission (specific optical density) 
should be measured in either the flaming or 
non-flaming mode, depending on which mode 
generates the most smoke. 

6. Structural flooring assemblies should 
meet the performance criteria during a 
nominal test period determined by the transit 
property. The nominal test period should be 
twice the maximum expected period of time, 
under normal circumstances, for a vehicle to 
come to a complete, safe stop from maximum 
speed, plus the time necessary to evacuate all 
passengers from a vehicle to a safe area. The 
nominal test period should not be less than 15 
minutes. Only one specimen need be tested. 

7. Carpeting should be tested in accordance 
with NFPA-253 with its padding, if the 
padding is used in actual installation. 

Issued on: November 17, 1982. 

Arthur E. Teele, Jr., 
Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 82-32192 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-57-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 
Office of the Secretary 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


During the period November 12 
through November 18, 1982, the 
Department of Treasury submitted the 
following public information collection 
requirements to OMB, for review and 
clearance under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, P.L. 96-511. , 
Copies of these submissions may be 
obtained from the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, by calling (202) 634- 
2179. Comments regarding these 
information collections should be 
addressed to the Treasury Reports 
Management Officer, Information 
Resources Management Division, Room 


309, 1625 I St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20220; and to the OMB reviewer listed at 
the end of entry. 

Date Submitted: November 15, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: Internal Revenue 
Service. Z 

OMB Number: N/A (new submission): 

Form Number: 500-6-36. 

Type of Submission: New. 

Title: VITA Site Information. 

Purpose: The information will be used 
by IRS VITA Coordinators to ensure 
accurate publicity is given for VITA 
sites, to enable to be monitored for 
report submission, to assess coverage, 


‘and to enable IRS to conduct site 


visitations. 

OMB Reviewer: Michael Abrahams, 
(202) 395-6880, Office of Management 
and Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Date Submitted: November 15, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: Interna! Revenue 
Service. 

OMB Number: N/A (new submission). 

Form Number: 500-6-35. 

Type of Submission: New. 

Title: VITA/TCF Test Scores. 

Purpose: The form will be used by all 
instructors of VITA/TCF classes to 
report test scores. The scores are 
transmitted to the District VITA 
Coordinator so that the training can be 
evaluated, the number of volunteers 
passing is known, and to ensure that 
notification is made to those failing. 

OMB Reviewer: Michael Abrahams 
(202) 395-6880, Office of Management 
and Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Date Submitted: November 15, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: Internal Revenue 
Service. 

OMB Number: N/A (new submission). 

Form Number: 500-6-37. 

Type of Submission: New. 

Title: VITA Recognition 
Questionnaire. 

Purpose: The information is used to 
determine which VITA volunteers 
should be recognized for their efforts 
and the form of the recognition (e.g., 
letter or certificate of appreciation). 
Appropriate cognition encourages 
continued volunteer support. 

OMB Reviewer: Michael Abrahams 
(202) 395-6880, Office of Management 
and Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Date Submitted: November 15, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: U.S. Customs 
Service. 

OMB Number: 1515-0048. 

Form Number: CF 7529. 


53563 


Type of Submission: Extension. 
Title: Carrier Certificate and Release 
Order. 

Purpose: A document which may be 
used by the importer as evidence of the 
right to make entry of merchandise not 
released directly to the carrier by 
executing a carriers certificate on the 
form. It shows the Customs inspector 
that carrier has given the importer right 
to make entry, i.e. the importer has paid 
shipping costs, etc. 

OMB Reviewer: Suzann Evinger (202) 
395-6880, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Date Submitted: November 18, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: Bureau of the 
Public Debi. 

OMB Number: 1535-0020. 

Form Number: PD 4633. 

Type of Submission: Extension. 

Title: Request for Change in Status of 
Book-Entry Treasury Bill Account. 

Purpose: Form is used by depositors 
who have established a book entry 
account to request a change to that 
account. 

OMB Reviewer: Suzann Evinger (202) 
395-6880, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 


Date Submitted: November 18, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: Internal Revenue 
Service. 

OMB Number: 1545-0183. 

Form Number: 4789. 

Type of Submission: Extension. 

Title: Currency Transaction Report. 

Purpose: Financial institutions are 
required to record the identity of any 
person who engages in a currency 
transaction of more than 10,000. They 
must file a report on Form 4789 within 15 
days for most of these transactions. The 
information is used to check the tax 
compliance of the person conducting the 
transaction. 

OMB Reviewer: Michael 
Abrahams(202) 395-6880, Office of 
Management and Budget, Room 3208, 
New Executive Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20503 


Date Submitted: November 18, 1982. 

Submitting Bureau: U.S. Customs 
Service. 

OMB Number: 1515-0009. 

Form Number: CF 3495. 

Type of Submission: Extension. 

Title: Application for Exportation of 
Articles under Special Bond. 

Purpose: A document used by 
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importers for articles which may be 
entered temporarily and free of duty 
under bond and are exported within one 
year from the date of their importation. 
OMB Reviewer: Suzann Evinger (202) 
395-6880, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503. 
Joy Tucker, 
Departmental Reports Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 82-32382 Filed 11-24-82: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 





Sunshine Act Meetings 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices of meetings published 
under the “Government in the Sunshine 
Act” (Pub. L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 
552b(e)(3). 


CONTENTS 
items 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 


Federal Communications Commission . 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion 

Federal Election Commission 

Federal Energy Regulation Commis- 


Federal Reserve System 

International Trade Commission 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Occupational Safety and Health 
Review Commission 


1 


COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 

TIME AND DATE: 11 a.m., Friday, 
December 3, 1982. 

PLACE: 2033 K Street, N.W., Washington, 
D.C., eighth floor conference room. 
STATUS: Closed. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
Surveillance Briefing. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Jane Stuckey, 254-6314. 
{S-1707-82 Filed 11-23-82; 10:55 am} 

BILLING CODE 6351-01-M 


FEEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

Commission To Hold En Banc Meeting 
on Access Charge on November 29, 1982 
November 19, 1982. 

The Commission will hold an En Banc 
Meeting on the development of an 
Access Charge. This meeting is designed 
to give those parties who have filed 
Comments or Reply Comments to the 
Second Supplemental Notice or Fourth 
Supplemental Notice in CC Docket No. 
78-72 an opportunity to summarize and 
explain their Comments in this docket. 
The meeting will be held in Commission 
Meeting Room 856 on November 29, 
1982, beginning at 9:30 a.m. The 
schedule is as follows: 


1. (9:00-10:00) 


Vermont Public Service Board 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
Florida Public Service Commission 
New York Department of Public Service 
NARUC 


Each party is allocated 10 minutes and 
the Commission will have a 10-minute 
question period. 

2. (10:00-11:30) 

MCI 

USTS 

ALTEL 

Satelco Inc., Teltec Savings Comm. Co., 

and Tel Systems Mgt. Corp., Jointly 

SPCC 


Western Union 
US Tel. 
SBS 


Each party is allocated 10 minutes and 
the Commission will have a 10-minute 
question period. 

3. (11:30-12:40) 

Rural Electrification Administration 

Aeronautical Radio 

Ad Hoc Tel. Users Committee 

Consumers Union 


Congresswatch 
ABC/CBS/NBC, Jointly 


Each party is allocated 10 minutes and 
the Commission will have a 10-minute 
question period. 

Lunch Break, 12:40-2:10. 

4. (2:10-3:30) 

United Tel. 

Michigan Action Group 

Centel 

Alascom 

Rochester Tel. 

Continental Tel. 

Roseville Tel., Anchorage Tel., and 

Northern States Power, Jointly 


Each party is allocated 10 minutes and 
the Commission will have a 10-minute 
question period. 


5. (3:30-4:30) 
GTE 


USITA 
Rural Telephone Coalition 
AT&T 


AT&T, as representative of both the 
Bell Operating Companies and AT&T, is 
allocated 20 minutes. All other parties 
are allocated 10 minutes. The 
Commission will have a 10-minute 
question period. 

Within each panel parties are free to 
coordinate presentations. Groups within 
a panel whose interests are similar are 
welcome to consolidate allowing one 
representative more time. Inter-panel 
exchanges, however, cannot be 
accommodated. 


Federal Register 
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Friday, November 26, 1982 


This meeting will be open to the 
public. For further information contact 
Robert S. Preece, telephone number 
(202) 632-9342. 

William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission. 

[S-1709-82 Filed 11-23-82; 11:10 am] 

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 
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FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 

CORPORATION 

Agency Meeting 
Pursuant to the provisions of the 

“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5 

U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that 

at 2:30 p.m. on Monday, November 29, 

1982, the Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation's Board of Directors will 

meet in closed session, by vote of the 

Board of Directors pursuant to sections 

552b (c)(2), (c)(6), (c)(8), (c)(9)(A)(ii), and 

(c)(9)(B) of Title 5, United States Code, 

to consider the following matters: 

Summary Agenda: No substantive 
discussion of the following items is 
anticipated. These matters will be 
resolved with a single vote unless a 
member of the Board of Directors 
requests that an item be moved to the 
discussion agenda. 

Recommendations with respect to the 
initiation, termination, or conduct of 
administrative enforcement proceedings 
(cease-and-desist proceedings, 
termination-of-insurance proceedings, 
suspension or removal proceedings, or 
assessment of civil money penalties) 
against certain insured banks or officers, 
directors, employees, agents or other 
persons participating in the conduct of 
the affairs thereof: 

Names of persons and names and locations 
of banks authorized to be exempt from 
disclosure pursuant to the provisions of 
subsections (c)(6), (c)(8), and (c)(9)(A)(ii) of 
the “Government in the Sunshine Act” (5 
U.S.C. 552b (c)(6), (c)(8), and (c)(9)(A)(ii)). 
Note: Some matters falling within this 

category may be placed on the discussion 

agenda without further public notice if it 
becomes likely that substantive discussion of 
those matters will occur at the meeting. 


Discussion Agenda: 
Application for Federal deposit 
insurance: 
Metropolitan Bank, a proposed new bank to 
be located at 320 North Central Avenue, 
Phoenix, Arizona. 





Application for consent to merge: 
ComBank/ Apopka, Apopka, Florida; 
ComBank/Fairvilla, Fairvilla, Florida; 
ComBank/Pine Castle, Pine Castle, Florida; 
ComBank/Union Park, Union Park, Florida; 
ComBank/ Winter Park, Winter Park, 
Florida; and ComBank/Seminole County, 
Casselberry, Florida, insured State 
nonmember banks, for consent to merge 
with Freedom Savings and Loan 
Association, Tampa Florida, a State 
chartered stock savings and loan 
association, under the charter and title of 
Freedom Savings and Loan Association. 


Application for consent to merge and 
establish seven branches: 


Neworld Bank for Savings, Boston, 
Massachusetts, for consent to merge, under 
its charter and title, with Bass River 
Savings Bank, South Yarmouth, 
Massachusetts, and for consent to establish 
the seven offices of Bass River Savings 
Bank as branches of the resultant bank. 


Recommendation regarding the 
liquidation of a bank’s assets acquired 
by the Corporation in its capacity as 
receiver, liquidator, or liquidating agent 
of that asset: 

Case No. 45,490-L (Amended)—international 
City Bank and Trust Company, New 
Orleans, Louisiana 
Personnel actions regarding 

appointments, promotions, 

adminstrative pay increases, 
reassignments, retirements, separations, 
removals, etc.: 

Names of employees authorized to be exempt 
from disclosure pursuant to provisions of 
subsections (c)(2) and (c)(6) of the 
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5 
U.S.C. 552b (c)(2) and (c)(6)). 

The meeting will be held in the Board 
Room on the sixth floor of the FDIC 
Building located at 550 17th Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 

Requests for further information 
concerning the meeting may be directed 
to Mr. Hoyle L. Robinson, Executive 
Secretary of the Corporation, at (202) 
389-4425. 

Dated: November 22, 1982. 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

Hoyle L. Robinson, 

Executive Secretary. 

(S-1704-82 Filed 11-23-82; 9:55 am| 

BILLING CODE 6714-01-M 
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FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 
Agency Meeting 

Pursuant to the provisions of the 
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5 
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that 
the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation's Board of Directors will 


meet in open session at 2:00 p.m. on 
Monday, November 29, 1982, to consider 
the following matters: 

Summary Agenda: No substantive 
discussion of the following items is 
anticipated. These matters will be 
resolved with a single vote unless a 
member of the Board of Directors 
requests that an item be moved to the 
discussion agenda. 

Disposition of minutes of previous 
meetings. 

Applications for consent to purchase 
assets and assume liabilities and to 
establish branches: 


Merchants and Farmers Bank, Kosciusko, 
Mississippi, for consent to purchase the 
assets of and assume the liability to pay 
deposits made in Oxford Bank & Trust 
Company, Oxford, Mississippi, and for 
consent to establish the three offices of 
Oxford Bank & Trust Company as branches 
of Merchants and Farmers Bank. 

Capital City Bank, South Salt Lake, Utah, for 
consent to purchase the assets of and 
assume the liability to pay deposits made 
in the West Valley Branch of Holladay 
Bank & Trust, Salt Lake City, Utah, and for 
consent to establish that branch as a 
branch of Capital City Bank. 


Application for consent to transfer 
assets in consideration of the 
assumption of deposit liabilities: 


United Mutual Savings Bank, Tacoma, 
Washington, for consent to transfer certain 
assets to Island Savings and Loan 
Association, Oak Harbor, Washington, a 
non-FDIC-insured institution, in 
consideration of the assumption of 
liabilities for the deposits made in the Port 
Angeles Branch of United Mutual Savings 
Bank. 


Recommendations regarding the 
liquidation of a bank's assets acquired 
by the Corporation in its capacity as 
receiver, liquidator, or liquidating agent 
of those assets: 


Case No. 45,408-L (Amended)—Banco 
Credito y Ahorro Ponceno, Ponce, Puerto 
Rico 

Case No. 45,499-L (Amended}—Western 
National Bank, Santa Ana, California 


Recommendation with respect to 
payment for legal services rendered and 
expenses incurred in connection with 
receivership and liquidation activities: 


Doval, Munoz, Acevedo, Otero & Trias, Hato 
Rey, Puerto Rico, in connection with the 
liquidation of Banco Credito y Ahorro 
Ponceno, Ponce, Puerto Rico 


Reports of committees and officers: 


Minutes of actions approved by the standing 
committees of the Corporation pursuant to 
authority delegated by the Board of 
Directors. 

Reports of the Division of Bank Supervision 
with respect to applications or requests 
approved by the Director or Associate 
Director of the Division and the various 
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Regional Directors pursuant to authority 
delegated by the Board of Directors. 


Discussion Agenda: 

Request by the Comptroller of the 
Currency for a report on the competitive 
factors involved in a proposed merger: 
The National Bank and Trust Company of 

Norwich, Norwich, New York, and The 

National Bank of Oxford, Oxford, New 

York. 


The meeting will be held in the Board 
Room on the sixth floor of the FDIC 
building located at 550 17th Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 

Requests for further information 
concerning the meeting may be directed 
to Mr. Hoyle L. Robinson, Executive 
Secretary of the Corporation, at (202) 
389-4425. 


Dated: November 22, 1982. 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
Hoyle L. Robinson, 
Executive Secretary. 
[S-1705-82 Filed 11-23-82; 9:55 am] 
BILLING CODE 6714-01-™ 
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FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 
Changes in Subject Matter of Agency 
Meeting 

Pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection (e)(2) of the “Government in 
the Sunshine Act” (5 U.S.C. 552b{e)(2)), 
notice is hereby given that at its open 
meeting held at 2:00 p.m. on Monday, 
November 22, 1982, the Corporation's 
Board of Directors determined, on 
motion of Chairman William M. Isaac, 
seconded by Director Irvine H. Sprague 
(Appointive), with Mr. Doyle L. Arnold, 
acting in the place and stead of Director 
C. T. Conover (Comptroller of the 
Currency), abstaining, that Corporation 
business required the withdrawal from 
the agenda for consideration at the 
meeting, on less than seven days’ notice 
to the public, of the following matters: 


Requests by the Comptroller of the Currency 
for reports on the competitive factors 
involved in proposed mergers or 
consolidations: 

The Old National Bank of Martinsburg, 
Martinsburg, West Virginia, and The 
Citizens National Bank of Martinsburg, 
Martinsburg, West Virginia. 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte, 
North Carolina, and Bank of North 
Carolina, National Association, 
Jacksonville, North Carolina. 


* By that same vote, the Board 
determined that no earlier notice of 
these changes in the subject matter of 
the meeting was practicable. 

On motion of Chairman Isaac, 
seconded by Director Sprague, 
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concurred in by Mr. Arnold, the Board 
further determined that Corporation 
business required the addition to the 
agenda for consideration at the meeting, 
on less than seven days’ notice to the 
public, of the following matters: 


Recommendation regarding the liquidation of 
a bank’s assets acquired by the 
Corporation in its capacity as receiver, 
liquidator, or liquidating agent of those 
assets: 

Case No. 45,500-L—Western National Bank, 
Santa Ana, California 

Recommendations with respect to payment 
for legal services rendered and expenses 
incurred in connection with receivership 
and liquidation activities: 

Edwards, Roberts & Winterstein, Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma, in connection with the 
receivership of Penn Square Bank, National 
Association, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

Gable & Gotwals, Tulsa, Oklahoma, in 
connection with the receivership of Penn 
Square Bank, National Association, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 


By the same majority vote, the Board 
further determined that no earlier notice 
of these changes in the subject matter of 
the meeting was practicable. 


Dated: November 23, 1982. 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
Hoyle L. Robinson, 
Executive Secretary. 
(S-1713-82 Filed 11-23-82; 3:19 p.m.] 
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 


Change.jp the Subject Matter of Agency 
Meeting 


Pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection (e)(2) of the “Government in 
the Sunshine Act” (5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(2)), 
notice is hereby given that at its closed 
meeting held at 2:30 p.m. on Monday, 
November 22, 1982, the Corporation's 
Board of Directors determined, on 
motion of Chairman William-M. Isaac, 
seconded by Director Irvine H. Sprague 
(Appointive), concurred in by Mr. Doyle 
L. Arnold, acting in the place and stead 
of Director C. T. Conover (Comptroller 
of the Currency), that Corporation 
business required the withdrawal from 
the agenda for consideration at the 
meeting, on less than seven days’ notice 
to the public, of a discussion of differing 
views on regulatory reporting for 
savings banks. 

The Board further determined, by the 
same majority vote, that no earlier 
notice of the change in the subject 
matter of the meeting was practicable. 


Dated: November 23, 1982. 


Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
Hoyle L. Robinson, 

Executive Secretary. 

[S-1714-82 Filed 11-23-82; 3:19 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6714-01-M 


7 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 


[Federal Register No. 1637] 


PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED DATE AND TIME: 
Thursday, November 18, 1982 at 10 a.m. 


CHANGE IN MEETING: Pursuant to 11 CFR 

3.5, the following matter was discussed 

and acted upon by the Commission: 

11 CFR Parts 114.8(c)(2) and 114.8(d) Trade 
Association Solicitation Authorization 


* ° 7 * * 


DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, November 30, 
1982 at 10 a.m. 

PLACE: 1325 K Street, N.W, Washington, 
D.C. 

STATUS: This meeting will be closed to 
the public. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
Compliance. Litigation. Audits. 
Personnel. 


* * * 7 * 


DATE AND TIME: Wednesday, December 
1, 1982 at 10 a.m. 


PLACE: 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. (fifth floor). 


STATUS: This meeting will be open to the 
public. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Special 
Open Meeting for the consideration of 
the proposed revisions to the 
Presidential Primary Matching Fund 
Regulations and related sections. 


* ” . * * 


DATE AND TIME: Thursday, December 2, 
1982 at 10 a.m. 


PLACE: 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. (fifth floor). 


STATUS: This meeting will be open to the 
public. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


Setting of dates for future meetings 

Correction and approval of minutes 

Commission appointment and promotion 
procedures (non-bargaining unit) 

Enforcement of 26 U.S.C. 9012(f) in light of 
FEC v. AFC 

Proposed revisions to the Presidential 
Primary Matching Fund Regulations and 
related sections 

Routine Administrative matters 


PERSON TO CONTACT FOR INFORMATION: 
Mr. Fred Eiland, Public Information 
Officer; telephone: 202-523-4065. 
Marjorie W. Emmons, 

Secretary of the Commission. 

[S-1715-82 Filed 11-23-82; 4:00 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6715-01-M 


FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

“FEDERAL REGISTER” CITATION OF 
PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENT: (47 FR 52266, 
November 19, 1982. 

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED TIME AND DATE 
OF MEETING: 10 a.m., November 23, 1982. 
CHANGE IN THE MEETING: The following 
item has been added: 


Item No., Docket No. and Company 

CAG-—48: RP82-51-000, Mid-Louisiana Gas 
Company 

Lois D. Cashell, 

Acting Secretary 

[S-1706-82 Filed 11-23-82; 10:52 4] 

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 
TIME AND DATE: December 1, 1982. 


PLACE: Hearing Room One, 1100 L 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20573. 


STATus: Open. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: . 


1. Agreement No. 9938-4: Request for 
extension of the term of approval of 
association agreement between Companhia 
de Navegacao Lloyd Brasileiro and 
Companhia de Navegacao Maritima Netumar 

2. Agreement No. 9902-14: Modification of 
the Euro Pacific Joint Service Agreement to 
extend its term of approval; increase its 
scope; and permit the parties to modify their 
participation. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Francis C. Hurney, 
Secretary (202) 523-5725. 

[S-1708-82 Filed 11-23-82; 10:57 am] 

BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 


10 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

Board of Governors 

TIME AND DATE: 10:30 a.m., Tuesday, 
November 23, 1982. The business of the 
Board required that this meeting be held 
with less than one week’s advance 
notice to the public, and no earlier 
announcement of the meeting was 
practicable. 

PLACE: 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20551. 


STATUS: Closed. 
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MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 


Reserve System employees. (This item was 

originally announced for a meeting on 

November 3, 1982.) 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 

INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 

Assistant to the Board; (202) 452-3204. 
Dated: November 23, 1982. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[{S-1711-82 Filed 11-23-82; 2:54 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


11 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

Board of Governors 

TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., Wednesday, 
December 1, 1982. 

PLACE: 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20551. 
STATus: Closed. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

1. Federal Reserve Bank and Branch 
director appointments. 

2. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

3. Any items carried forward from a 

previously announced meeting. 
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board, (202) 452-3204. 

Dated: November 23, 1982. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[S-1712-82 Filed 11-23-82; 2:54 pm] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


12 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 


[USITC SE-82-52] 


TIME AND DATE: 2:30 p.m., Tuesday, 
December 7, 1982. 

PLACE: Room 117, 701 E Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20436. 

STATUS: Open to the public. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Agenda. 
2. Minutes. 


3. Ratifications. 

4. Petitions and complaints, if necessary: 
(a) Anhydrous ammonia from Mexico 
(Docket No. 891). 

5. Investigations 701-TA-155/ 162 (Final) 
(Steel Products from Spain)—briefing and 
vote. 

6. Any items left over from previous 
agenda. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary, (202) 523-0161. 

[S-1710-82 Filed 11-23-82; 11:13 am] 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
DATE: Week of November 22, 1982 
(revised). 

PLACE: Commissioner's Conference 
Room, 1717.H Street, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 

STATus: Open and closed. 

MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED: Monday, 
November 22. 


10:30 a.m. 

Discussion of Management-Organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters (Closed— 
Exemptions 2 and 6) (replaces Discussion 
of Proposed Safety Goals and 
Implementation Plan) 

1:30 p.m. 

Briefing by Regulatory Reform Task 
Force—Administrative Proposals (Public 
Meeting) (as announced) 

3:30 p.m. 

Discussion of Draft Policy and Planning 
Guidance for fiscal year 1983 (Public 
Meeting) (as announced) 


Tuesday, November 23: 
2:00 p.m. 

Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public 
Meeting) (revised items) 

a. Pending Commission Proceeding 
Concerning Renewal of Byproduct 
Materials License of Self-Powered 
Lighting, Inc. 

b. MVPP’s Petition to Commission to 
Disqualify Staff Attorney from Zimmer 
Proceeding 

c. Offshore Power Systems (additional 
item) 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: On November 
18 the Commission voted 5-0 to hold 
Discussion of Management-Organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters, held 
that day. On November 18 the 
Commission voted 5-0 to hold Briefing 
on USGS Clarification of Seismic Issues, 
scheduled for November 19. 


AUTOMATIC TELEPHONE ANSWERING 
SERVICE FOR SCHEDULE UPDATE: (202) 
634-1498. Those planning to attend a 
meeting should reverify the status on the 
day of the meeting. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Walter Magee (202) 634— 
1410. 

November 19, 1982. 

Walter Magee, 

Office of the Secretary. 

[S1703-82 Filed 11-23-82; 9:55 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
REVIEW COMMISSION 


TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., December 16, 
1982. 


PLACE: Suite 316, 1825 K Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 


STATUS: Because of the subject matter, it 
is likely that this meeting will be closed. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Discussion 
of specific cases in the Commission 
adjudicative process. 

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mrs. Patricia Bausell (202) 
634-4015. 


Dated: November 23, 1982. 
[S-1716-82 Filed 11-23-82; 4:00 pm] 
BILLING CODE 7600-01-M 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
REVIEW COMMISSION 


TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., Decemb@P9, 
1982. 


PLACE: Suite 316, 1825 K Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 


STATUS: Because of the subject matter, it 
is likely that this meeting will be closed. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Discussion 
of specific cases in the Commission 
adjudicative process. 
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mrs. Patricia Bausell (202) 
634-4015. 

Dated: November 23, 1982. 
|S-1717--82 Filed 11-23-82; 4:00 pm] 
BILLING CODE 7600-01-m 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 439 


[WH- FRL 2229-3] 


Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Point 
Source Category Effiuent Limitations 
Guidelines, Pretreatment Standards, 
and New Source Performance 
Standards 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Proposed regulation. 


sumMARY: EPA is proposing regulations 
to limit the effluent that pharmaceutical 
manufacturing facilities may discharge 
to navigable waters of the United States 
or to publicly owned treatment works 
(POTWs). This proposal provides 
effluent limitations guidelines based on 
“best practicable technology,” “best 
available technology,” and “best 
conventional technology” and 
established new source performance 
standards and pretreatment standards 
under the Clean Water Act. The 
intended effect of this action is to reduce 
the discharge of pollutants by the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing industry. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted by 
January 25, 1983. 

AppRESs: Send comments in triplicate to 
Dr. Frank H. Hund, Effluent Guidelines 
Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M Street, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20460. Attention: EGD Docket 
Clerk, Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 
Industry (WH-552). A copy of the 
supporting information and all public 
comments submiited in response to this 
proposal will be available for inspection 
and copying at the EPA Public 
Information Reference Unit, Room 2404 
(Rear), PM-213, (EPA Library), 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 
The EPA information regulation (40 CFR 
Part 2) provides that a reasonable fee 
may be charged for copying. Copies of 
the economic analysis will be available 
for review in the public record at EPA 
headquarters and regional libraries. 
Economic information, including copies 
of the economic analysis document, may \ 
be obtained from Ms. Kathleen 
Ehrensberger, Office of Analysis and 
Evaluation (WH-586), Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, Tel. (202) 382- 
5397. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Technical information and copies of 
technical documents may be obtained 
from Dr. Frank H. Hund at the address 
listed above or by calling (202) 382-7182. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Organization of This Notice 


I. Legal Authority 
Il. Background 
A. The Clean Water Act 
B. Prior EPA Regulations 
C. Overview of the Industry 
III. Scope of this Rulemaking and Summary of 
Methodology 
IV. Data Gathering Efforts 
A. Specifics of Technical Study 
B. Specifics of Economic Study 
V. Sampling and Analytical Program 
A. Background 
B. Sampling and Analysis of Industry ° 
Wastewater 
VI. Industry Subcategorization 
VII. Available Wastewater Control and 
Treatment Technology 
A. Status of In-Place Technology 
B. Control Treatment Options Considered 
Vill. General Criteria and Selection of 
Treatment Options and Standards for 
Limitations 
A. BPT Effluent Limitations 
B. BCT Effluent Limitations 
C. BAT Effluent Limitations 
D. New Source Performance Standards 
E. Pretreatment Standards for Existing 
Sources 
F. Pretreatment Standards for New Sources 
IX. Regulated Pollutants 


D. NSPS 
E. PSES and P8NS 
X. Pollutants and Subcategories Not 
Regulated 
A. Pollutants Excluded 
B. Subcategories Excluded 
XI. Costs and Economic Impacts 
A. Cost and Economic Impact 
B. Executive Order 12291 
C. Regulatory Flexibility Analyses 
XII. Non-Water Quality Aspects of Pollution 
Control 
A. Solid Waste 
B. Air Pollution 
« C. Energy Requirements 
XIII. Best Management Practices 
XIV. Upset and Bypass Provisions 
XV. Variances and Modifications 
XVI. Relationship to NPDES Permits 
XVII. Small Business Administration 
Financial Assistance 
XVIII. Summary of Public Participation 
XIX. Solicitation of Comments 
XX. OMB Review 


Appendices 


A. Abbreviations, Acronyms and Other 
Terms Used in this Notice 

B. Toxic Pollutants Not Detected in the 
Treated Effluents of Direct Dischargers 

C. Toxic Pollutants Detected in Treated 
Effluents of Direct Dischargers: (1) From 
a Small Number of Sources, (2) Detected 
in Only Trace Amounts or (3) Sifficiently 
Controlled by Existing Technologies 

D. Toxic Pollutants Not Detected in the 
Effluent of Indirect Dischargers 

E. Toxic Pollutants Detected in the Effluent of 
Indirect Dischargers whose Toxicity and 
Amount (taken together) is so 
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Insignificant as not to Justify Developing 
Pretreatment Regulations 

F. Toxic Pollutants Not Excluded from 
Regulation by Pretreatment Standards 


I. Legal Authority 


EPA is proposing the regulations 
described in this notice under authority 
of Sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, and 
501 of the Clean Water Act ( the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et 
seg., as amended by the Clean Water 
Act of 1977, Pub. L. 92-517) (the “Act")). 
These regulations also are proposed in 
response to the Settlement Agreement in 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
v. Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1976), 
modified 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979). 


II Background 


The preamble describes the legal 
authority and background, technical and 
economic bases, and other aspects of 
the proposed regulations, summarizes 
comments on a draft technical report 
circulated during July and August, 1980, 
and requests for comments on specific 
areas of interest. 

The abbreviations, acronyms, and 
other terms used in the preamble are 
defined in Appendix A. 

These proposed regulations are 
supported by EPA’s technical 
conclusions detailed in Development 
Document for Proposed Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines, New Source 
Performance Standards and 
Pretreatment Standards for the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Point 
Source Category and the Agency's 
economic analysis found in Economic 
Impact analysis of Proposed Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines, New Source 
Performance Standards and 
Pretreatment Standards for the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Point 
Source Category. 


A. The Clean Water Act 


The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972 established a 
comprehensive program to “restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation's 
waters” {Section 101(a)]. By July 1, 1977, 
existing industrial discharges were 
required to achieve “effluent limitations 
requiring the application of the best 
practicable control technology currently 
available” (BPT, [Section 301(b)(1)(A)]. 
By July 1, 1983, these dischargers were 
required to achieve “effluent limitations 
requiring the application of the best 
available technology economically 
achievable (BAT), which will resultin 
reasonable further progress toward the 
national goal of eliminating the 
discharge of pollutants,” [Section 


301(b)(2)(A)]). New industrial direct 
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dischargers were required to comply 
with Section 306 new source 
performance standards (NSPS) based on 
best available demonstrated technology. 
New and existing dischargers to publicly 
owned treatment works were subject to 
pretreatment standards under Sections 
307 (b) and (c) of the Act. While the 
requirements for direct dischargers were 
to be incorporated into National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits issued under Section 
402 of the Act, pretreatment standards 
were made enforceable directly against 
dischargers to POTWs (indirect 
dischargers). 

Although Section 402(a)(1) of the 1972 
Act authorized the setting of 
requirements for direct dischargers on a 
case-by-case basis in the absence of 
regulations, Congress intended that, for 
the most part, control requirements 
would be based on regulations 
promulgated by the Administrator to 
promulgate regulations providing 
guidelines for effluent limitations setting 
forth the degree of effluent reduction 
attainable through the application of 
BPT and BAT. Moreover, Sections 304(c) 
and 306 of the Act required 
promulgation of regulations for NSPS, 
and sections 304(f), 307(b), and 307(c) 
required promulgation of regulations for 
pretreatment standards. In addition to 
these regulations for designated industry 
categories, Section 307(a) of the Act 
required the Administrator to 
promulgate effluent standards 
applicable to all dischargers of toxic 
pollutants. Finally, Section 501(a) of the 
Act authorized the Administrator to 
prescribe any additional regulations 
“necessary to carry out his functions” 
under the Act. 

The Agency was unable to promulgate 
many of these toxic pollutant 
regulations within the time periods 
stated in the Act. In 1976, EPA was sued 
by several environmental groups and, in 
settlement of this lawsuit, EPA and the 
plaintiffs executed a “Settlement 
Agreement,” which was approved by 
the Court. This Agreement required EPA 
to develop a program and adhere to a 
schedule for promulgating, for 21 major 
industries, BAT effluent limitations, 
pretreatment standards, and new source 
performance standards for 65 “toxic” 
pollutants and classes of pollutants. 
[See Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc. v. Train, 8 ERC 2120 
(D.D.C. 1976), modified 12 ERC 1833 
(D.D.C. 1979).] 

On December 27, 1977, the President 
signed into law the Clean Water Act of 
1977. Although this law makes several 
important changes in the Federal water 
pollution control program, its most 


significant feature is its incorporation 
into the Act of many of the basie 
elements of the Settlement Agreement 
program for toxic pollution control. 
Sections 301(b)(2)(A) and 301(b)(2)(C) of 
the Act now require the achievement by 
July 1, 1984, of effluent limitations 
requiring application of BAT for “toxic” 
pollutants, including the 65 “toxic” 
pollutants and classes of pollutants 
which Congress declared “toxic” under 
Section 307(a) of the Act. Likewise, 
EPA's programs for new source 
performance standards and 
pretreatment standards are now aimed 
principally at toxic pollutant controls. 
Moreover, to strengthen the toxics 
control program, Congress added a new 
Section 304(e) to the Act, authorizing the 
Administrator to prescribe what have 
been termed “best management 
practices” (BMPs) to prevent the release 
of toxic pollutants from plant-site runoff, 
spillage or leaks, sludge or waste 
disposal, and drainage from raw 
material storage associated with, or 
ancillary to, the manufacturing or 
treatment process. 

The 1977 Amendments added Section 
301(b)(2)(E) to the Act establishing “best 
conventional pollutant control 
technology” [BCT] for discharges of 
conventional pollutants from existing 
industrial point sources. Conventional 
pollutants are those defined in Section 
304(a)(4) [biological oxygen demanding 
pollutants (BOD5), total suspended 
solids (TSS), fecal coliform, and pH], 
and any additional pollutants defined by 
the Administrator as “conventional” [oil 
and grease, 44 FR 44501, July 30, 1979]. 

BCT is not an additional limitation but 
replaces BAT for the control of 
conventional pollutants. In addition to 
other factors specified in section 
304(b)(4)(B), the Act requires that BCT 
limitations be assessed in light of a two 
part “cost-reasonableness” test. 
American Paper Institute v. EPA, 660 
F.2d 954 (4th Cir. 1981). The first test 
compares the cost for private industry to 
reduce its conventional pollutants with 
the costs to publicly owned treatment 
works for similar levels of reduction in 
their discharge of these pollutants. The 
second test examines the cost- 
effectiveness of additional industrial 
treatment beyond BPT. EPA must find 
that limitations are “reasonable” under 
both tests before establishing them as 
BCT. In no case may BCT be less 
stringent than BPT. 

EPA published its methodology for 
carrying out the BCT analysis on August | 
29, 1979 (44 FR 50732), In the case 
mentioned above, the Court of Appeals 
ordered EPA to correct data errors 
underlying EPA's calculation of the first 


test, and to apply the second cost test. 
(EPA had argued that a second cost test 
was not required.) 

For “non-toxic,” “non-conventional” 
pollutants, Sections 301 (b)(2)(A) and 
(b)(2)(F) require achievement of BAT 
effluent limitations within three years 
after their establishment, or July 1, 1984, 
whichever is later, but not later than 
July 1, 1987. 

The purpose of these proposed 
regulations is to modify the existing BPT 
effluent limitations and to provide 
effluent limitations for BAT and BCT 
and to establish NSPS and pretreatment 
standards for existing and new sources 
(PSES, PSNS) under Sections 301, 304, 
306 and 307 of the Clean Water Act. 


B. Prior EPA Regulations 


EPA promulgated interim final BPT 
regulations for the Pharmaceutical 
Manufacturing Point Source Category on 
November 17, 1976 (41 FR 50676; 40 CFR 
Part 439, Subparts A-E). The BPT 
regulations set monthly limitations for 
BOD5 and COD based on percent 
removals for all subcategories. No daily 
maximums were established for these 
two parameters. The pH was set as 
within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 standard 
units. The regulation also set an average 
of daily TSS values for any calendar 
month for subcategories B, D, and E 
only. No TSS values were established 
for categories A and C. Subpart A (the 
section applicable to the fermentation 
operations subcategory) was amended 
(42 FR 6814) on February 4, 1977 to 
improve the language referring to 
separable mycelia and solvent recovery. 
In addition, the amendment allowed the 
inclusion of spent beers (broths) in the 
calculation of raw waste loads for 
subpart A in those instances where the 
spent beer is actually treated in the 
wastewater treatment system. These 
regulations were never challenged and 
are presently in effect. 


C. Overview of the Industry 


Pharmaceutical manufacturing has 
developed into one of today’s most 
profitable industries. Pharmaceutical 
manufacturers use many different 
methods and raw materials to create a 
wide range of products. These products 
include medicinal and feed grades of all 
organic chemicals having therapeutic 
value, whether obtained by chemical 
synthesis, by fermentation, by 
extraction from naturally occurring 
plant or animal substances, or by 
refining a technical grade product. 

The pharmaceutical products, 
processes, and activities covered by this 
proposal include: 





a. Biological products covered by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau 
of the Census Standard Industrial 
Classifications (SIC) Code No. 2831. 

b. Medicinal chemicals and botanical 
products covered by SIC Code No. 2833. 
c. Pharmaceutical products covered 

by SIC Code No. 2834. 

d. All fermentation, biological and 
natural extraction, chemical synthesis, 
and formulation products which are 
considered as pharmaceutically active 
ingredients by the Food and Drug 
Administration, but are not covered by 
SIC Code Nos. 2831, 2833, or 2834. [Also 
products of these types such as citric 
acid which are not regarded as 
pharmaceutically active ingredients will 
be included if they are manufactured by 
a pharmaceutical manufacturer by 
processes, and result in wastewaters, 
which closely correspond to those of a 
pharmaceutical product.] 

e. Cosmetic preparations covered by 
SIC Code No. 2844 which function as a 
skin treatment. [This group of 
preparations does not include products 
such as lipsticks or perfumes which 
serve to enhance appearance or to 
provide a pleasing odor, but do not 
provide skin care. In general, this would 
also exclude deodorants, manicure 
preparations, and shaving preparations 
which do not primarily function as a 
skin treatment] 

f. Products with multiple end uses 
which are attributable to 
pharmaceutical manufacturing as a final 
pharmaceutical product, component of a 
pharmaceutical formulation, or a 
pharmaceutical intermediate. Products 
which are have non-pharmaceutical 
uses may also be covered entirely by 
this point source category provided that 
the product(s) was primarily intended 
for use as a p ceutical. 

g. Pharmaceutical research which 
includes biological, microbiological, and 
chemical research, product 
development, clinical and pilot plant 
activities. [This does not include farms 
which breed, raise and/or hold animals 
for research at another site. This also 
does not include ordinary feedlot or 
farm operations utilizing feed which 
contains pharmaceutically active 
ingredients.] 

A number of products and/or 
activities such as surgical and medical 
instruments and medical laboratory 
activity are not part of the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing category. 
A descriptive listing of the products 
and/or activities which are specifically 
excluded from the pharmaceutical 
manufacturing category may be found in 
Section II of the Development Document 
for Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines, New Source Performance 


Standards and Pretreatment Standards 
for the Pharmaceuti¢al Manufacturing 

Point Source Category. These products 
and/or activities are not covered under 
the Consent Decree. 

EPA has identified 464 potential 
pharmaceutical facilities in the United 
States and its possessions. EPA's survey 
of these 464 facilities showed that about 
70 percent of the plants with a 
significant waste discharge are located 
east of the Mississippi River within the 
United States. Older plants appear 
mainly in the Northeast and Midwest 
while new facilities tend to be built in 
the nation’s “Sun Belt.” Puerto Rico 
contains almost 10 percent of the total 
number of pharmaceutical facilities and 
is developing into a major center for 
pharmaceutical production. 

Pharmaceutical manufacturers use 
four major kinds of manufacturing 
activity: namely fermentation, biological 
and natural extraction, chemical 
synthesis, and formulation, in the 
creation of their products. Over half of 
the pharmaceutical facilities surveyed 
(271) perform only formulation, a 
smaller number (47) are involved only in 
chemical synthesis, and a total of 42 
plants use both chemical synthesis and 
formulation. The remainder of the plants 
perform fermentation, biological or 
natural extraction, or a combination of 
operations. 

With respect to wastewater discharge 
from pharmaceutical facilities, 10 
percent of the industry are direct 
dischargers, 53 percent are indirect 
dischargers, 21 percent are zero 
dischargers and 16 percent utilize more 
than one mode of wastewater discharge. 

The wastewater discharges of 
pharmaceutical manufacturing facilities 
are not entirely related to the particular 
processes used. A significant portion of 
the wastewater from all four general 
process operations (fermentation, 
extraction, chemical synthesis and 
formulation) may consist of washwater 
from floor and equipment cleaning, 
spills from bulk processing, spent raw 
materials and non-contact cooling 
water. In addition, some wastewater 
may be generated as a result of the 
specific requirements of a particular 
process (e.g., air scrubber wastewater 
from some extraction operations). 
Generally, formulation operations 
require less water use than the other 
processes and, in some cases, require 
very little or no water use. 

The most commonly found pollutants 
or pollutant parameters in the effluent of 
pharmaceutical ma ing facilities 
are: (1) toxic pollutants (cyanide, 
benzene, phenol, orm, 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, 
toluene, chromium, copper, lead, 
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mercury, nickel, and zinc); (2) 
conventional pollutants (BODS, TSS, 
and pH), and (3) the nonconventional 
pollutant COD. 

In addition to their adverse effects on 
water quality, aquatic life, and human 
health, these and other chemical 
constituents contribute to equipment 
corrosion, hazardous gas generation, 
treatment plant malfunctions, and 
possible problems in disposing of 
sludges containing toxic chemicals. 

A more complete discussion of the 
water use and wastewater 
characteristics, which are characteristic 
of the main manufacturing operations 
con be found in Section II of the 
proposed development document. 


III. Scope of this Rulemaking and 
Summary of Methodology 


These proposed regulations 
significantly expand the water pollution 
control requirements for the 
pharmaceutical industry. In EPA's initial 
rulemaking (November 1976), emphasis 
was placed on the achievement of BPT 
by July 1, 1977. In general, this 
technology level represents the average 
of the best performances of well-known 
technologies for control of familiar 
(“classical”) pollutants from direct 
dischargers. 

In this round of rulemaking, EPA’s 
efforts are directed toward amending 
BPT based on a more complete data 
base and instituting BCT and BAT 
effluent limitations, new source 
performance standards, and 
pretreatment standards for existing and 
new sources that will result in 
reasonable further progress toward the 
national goa! of eliminating the 
discharge of «il pollutants (“‘classical” 
and toxic). As a result of the Clean 
Water Act of 1977, emphasis has shifted 
from control of “classical” pollutants to 
control of a lengthy list of toxic 
pollutants. 

In the first phase of its effort, EPA 
studied the pharmaceutical industry to 
determine whether differences in raw 
materials, final products, manufacturing 
processes, equipment, age and size of 
manufacturing facilities, water use, 
wastewater constituents, or other 
factors required the development of 
separate effluent limitations and 
standards of performance for different 
segments of the industry. This study 
required the identification of raw waste 
and treated effluent characteristics, 
including: (1) The sources and volume of 
water used; (2) the manufacturing 
processes employed; (3) the sources of 
pollutants and wastewater within the 
plant; and (4) the constituents of 
wastewaters, including toxic pollutants. 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Proposed Rules 


(See INDUSTRY 
SUBCATEGORIZATION). After 
tentatively designating subcategories, 
EPA then identified the constituents of 
wastewaters which should be 
considered for effluent limitations and 
standards. The pharmaceutical data 
base was analyzed using standard 
statistical procedures to help identify 
the pollutants of concern. This analysis 
is discussed in more detail in Section V 
of the proposed development document. 

Next, EPA identified several distinct 
control and treatment technologies, 
including both in-plant and end-of-pipe 
technologies, which are in use or 
capable of being used to control or treat 
pharmaceutical industry wastewater. 
The Agency compiled an analyzed 
’ historical and newly-acquired data on 
the effluent quality resulting from the 
application of these technologies. The 
long-term performance, operational 
limitations, and reliability of each of the 
treatment and control technologies were 
also identified. In addition, EPA 
considered the non-water quality 
environmental impacts of these 
technologies, including effects on air 
quality, solid waste generation, and 
energy requirements. 

The Agency then estimated the costs 
of each control and treatment 
technology on a plant-by-plant basis. 
These costs were found to be a function 
of process flow, raw waste loads, and 
the effluent levels to be attained. The 
Agency then evaluated the economic 
impacts of the costs. Costs and 
economic impacts are discussed in the 
section of this notice entitle COSTS 
AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS. 

Upon consideration of these factors, 
as more fully described below, EPA 
identified various control and treatment 
technologies as BPT, BAT, BCT, NSPS, 
PSES, and PSNS. The proposed 
regulations, however, do not require the 
installation of any particular technology. 
Rather, they require achievement of 
effluent limitations representative of the 
proper application of these technologies 
or equivalent technologies. A 
pharmaceutical plant's existing controls 
should be fully evaluated, and existing 
treatment systems fully optimized 
before commitment to any new or 
additional end-of-pipe treatment 
technology. 


IV. Data Gathering Efforts 


The data gathering efforts involved 
several distinct, detailed activities 
which are summarized here. All aspects 
of the program are described in detail in 
Section II of the proposed development 
document and Section 4 of the Economic 
Impact Analysis. 


EPA used four basic approaches to 
acquire data to support new regulations 
for the pharmaceutical industry. These 
approaches included: 

(1) A review of the administrative 
record for the proposal and 
promulgation of prior EPA regulations; 

(2) Surveys of the industry; 

(3) Contact with representatives at 
State regulatory agencies, EPA regional 
offices and EPA and private research 
facilities; and 

(4) Open literatures searches. 

The administrative records relating to 
previous EPA regulations included the 
original Development Document (EPA- 
441/1-75/060, December 1976) and its 
appendices. This record was very useful 
in obtaining general information on the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing industry. 
We reviewed this document for 
information on use or suspected 
presence of toxic and non-conventional 
pollutants, applicable production 
process controls, and available effluent 
treatment techniques. The 
administrative record also included the 
original economic impact analysis 
documents. 


A Specifics of Technical Study. 


An industy survey program was 
developed to collect technical 
information on the manufacturing of 
pharmaceutical products. This 
information was acquired from the 
industry under Section 308 of the Clean 
Water Act. Through the survey program 
the Agency sought information on age 
and size of facilities, raw material 
usage, priority pollutant use and 
occurrences, production processes 
employed, wastewater characteristics 
and methods of wastewater control and 
treatment. 

EPA sent 308 portfolios initially to 442 
Pharamaceutical Manufacturers 
Association (PMA) member firms and 
non-member firms included in the 
previous EPA guidelines study. 431 
responses were returned. Of these, 105 
were from nonpharmaceutical/ 
nonmanufacturing plants, while another 
50 were duplicate responses. Also, for 
the purpose of this study, EPA decided 
to exclude plants exclusively engaged in 
pharmaceutical research (Subcategory 
E) for reasons that will be discussed in 
the section of this notice dealing with 
excluded subcategories. Therefore, the 
32 plants that had only Subcategory E 
operations were excluded from the 
survey and the new limitations proposed 
in this rulemaking do not relate directly 
to them. Thus, a total of 244 
pharmaceutical manufacturing plants 
are presently included in the original 308 
data base. 
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Through an open literature file 
developed by The Research Corporation 
of New England (TRC), EPA 
subsequently identified a total of 990 
possible pharmaceutical sites in the 
United States. The Agency reviewed this 
file and produced a revised list 
containing 540 plant sites of 
approximately 400 companies which 
were not included in the original 308 
Portfolio distribution, but which were 
possible producers of pharmaceutically 
active ingredients. 

EPA then sent a Supplemental 308 
Portfolio to these additional sites in an 
effort to define the entire 
pharmaceutical population, to obtain a 
more complete profile of the industry, 
and to confirm that the PMA member 
firms included in the initial survey are 
representative of the industry. EPA 
recieved 355 survey responses, of which 
128 were from nonpharmaceutical/ 
nonmanufacturing plants, 4 were 
duplicate responses, and 3 were from 
Subcategory E only plants, leaving 220 
pharmaceutical manufacturering plants. 
After reviewing these questionnaires, 
EPA determined that it had a 
comprehensive pharmaceutical industry 
data base containing 464 manufacturing 
plants. 

In addition to the portfolio program, 
information was acquired through an 
open literature search. Some of the 
important literature sources were: 
documents prepared by the PMA; the 
Executive Directory of U.S. 
Pharmaceutical Industry, Third Edition, 
Chemical Economics Services, 
Princeton, New Jersey; and the 
Directory of Chemical Producers— 
U.S.A., Medicinals, Stanford Research 
Institute, Menlo Park, California. Finally, 
data were acquired from EPA regional 
offices, state and other government 
regulatory offices, EPA and private 
research facilities, and pharmaceutical 
plant visits. 


B. Specifics of Economic Study 


Most of the information used in the 
economic impact analysis was collected 
from publicly available sources. 
Additional information was provided by 
the Technical Contractor and from the 
technical 308 Survey. The Technical 
Contractor provided estimated 
treatment costs for each plant under 
each regulatory option analyzed. The 
economic data can be grouped into three 
major types: plant-specific data, 
company data, and industry-wide data. 

1. Plant-Specific Data, Employment 
for each plant was provided by the 308 
Survey. Sales for most plants were 
provided by Economic Information 
Systems, Inc. (EIS). For the few plants 





which belong to single establishment 
firms and were not covered by EIS, 
plant sales were provided by Dun and 
Bradstreet. Sales for the remaining 
plants not covered by EJS were 
estimated on the basis of employment. 
To do this, a regression relating sales to 
employment was estimated for those 
plants included in the EIS set, and this 
relationship was used to assign costs to 
the remaining plants. 

Information on the products produced 
at each plant came from a variety of 
sources. The 308 Survey provided 
product informantion for some plants. 
Another major source of product 
information was the 1979 Directory of 
Chemical Producers, SRI International. 
In a few cases, this was supplemented 
by information found in two earlier 
studies by PEDCo Environmental. Dun 
and Bradstreet and state manufacturing 
guides provided product information in 
some cases. For a very few plants, 
product information was verified by 
telephone calls to the plants. 

2. Company Data. The major sources 
of company-level financial data were 
annual reports and/or 10-K reports. This 
information was supplemented by data 
from Dun and Bradstreet and from 
various state manufacturing and 
industrial guides. The International 
Trade Commission provided some 
information on which firms produced 
what products. Additional information 
was collected from the Physician’s Desk 
Reference, the Merick Index, and 
various trade publications and market 
studies. 

3. Industry-Wide Data. General 
information concerning the industry, its 
history and its growth prospects were 
collected from various academic studies 
of the industry, and the trade 
publications and market studies 
mentioned above. An additional source 
of industry information was the U.S. 
Census of Manufactures, SIC groups 
2831, 2833 and 2834. 


V. Sampling and Analytical Program 
A. Background 


EPA focused its sampling and analysis 
on the toxic pollutants designated in the 
Clean Water Act. However, we also 
sampled and analyzed conventional and 
nonconventional pollutants. We have 
explained our analysis methods for toxic 
organic pollutants in the preamble to the 
proposed regulation for the Leather 
Tanning Point Source Category (44 FR 
38749, July 2, 1979). Before proceeding to 
analyze industrial wastes, we had to 
isolate specific toxic pollutants for 
analysis. The list of 65 pollutants and 
classes of pollutants potentially includes 
thousands of specific pollutants; 


analyses for all of them would 
overwhelm private and government 
laboratory resources. To make the task 
more manageable, therefore, EPA 
selected 129 specific toxic pollutants for 
study in this rulemaking and other 
industry rulemakings. The criteria for 
choosing these pollutants included the 
frequency of their occurrence in water, 
their chemical stability and structure, 
the amount of the chemical produced, 
and the availability of chemical 
standards for measurement. 


B. Sampling and Analysis of Industry 
Wastewater 


EPA ascertained the presence and 
magnitude of the 129 specific toxic 
pollutants in pharmaceutical 
manufacturing wastewaters by 
conducting a two-phase sampling and 
analysis program: screening and 


- verification. Twenty-six plants were 


selected for the screening program that 
are representative of pharmaceutical 
manufacturing processes based on the 
use of priority pollutants in production, 
wastewater characteristics, and current 
treatment technology in use. The 
sampling procedures developed by EPA 
served as the basis for the collection 
and analysis of screening samples at the 
chosen pharmaceutical manufacturing 
sites. These procedures are discussed in 
“Sampling and Analysis Procedures for 
Screening of Industrial Effluent for 
Priority Pollutants,” April, 1977. 

The purpose of the screening program 
was to identify the presence and typical 
levels of priority and other pollutants in 
the wastewaters of the pharmaceutical 
manufacturing industry. With this in 
mind, two sempiing locations were of 
specific interest, the influent and the 
effluent of the plants’ wastewater 
treatment systems. Sampling the influent 
to the treatment system (or effluent from 
the production steps) was necessary to 
determine the levels of priority and 
other pollutants generated by the 
various pharmaceutical manufacturing 
operations. The effluent from the 
treatment system was sampled to 
determine the effect that these various 
systems have on the removal of priority 
and other pollutants and the resultant 
levels reaching the receiving waters. 

In addition to sampling the influent 
and effluent, samples were usually 
collected at other locations within each 
facility. This was done to obtain 
information on a specific operation or 
treatment step or to ensure that certain 
characteristics, unique to a certain plant, 
were adequately covered. Some 
examples of these sample locations are 
intake water, specific production 
wastewaters, holding tanks, and cooling 
water. As a result, more detailed 
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information on levels of priority and 
other pollutants for each screening plant 
was obtained. 

The EPA then selected five of the 
screening plants for the verification 
program. The purpose of this program 
was to confirm the data obtained during 
the screening program and to determine 
the concentrations, loadings, and 
percent reduction of those pollutants 
found at significant levels during the 
screening program. Plants selected for 
inclusion in this program met one or 
more of the following criteria: Biological 
treatment was in-place, cyanide was 
used as a raw material, and/or plants 
had in-place control technologies such 
as steam stripping, cyanide destruction, 
and solvent recovery. In addition, plants 
were selected that covered the four BPT 
subcategories. 

The analytical results of the screening 
samples were usually discussed with 
plant operating personnel in an effort to 
determine the reasons for the presence 
of priority pollutants in their 
wastewater. These results were used to 
select the verification sampling 
locations and to define the priority 
pollutant verification analyses to be 
performed. Both the sampling locations 
and the pollutant analyses were the 
same as those used in the screening 
program. 

Prior to verification sampling, 
preliminary grab samples were collected 
from the verification sampling locations 
to determine the applicability of the 
planned analytical methods. The data 
obtained from these grab samples was 
not used to quantify effluent levels or to 
calculate percent removals achieved by 
the treatment systems. 

The sampling protocols for both 
programs are discussed in detail in 
Section II of the Development 
Document. All toxic pollutants were 
analyzed by EPA (304)(h)) approved 
methods. Conventional pollutants 
(BODS and TSS) and non-conventional 
pollutants were analyzed using 
“Methods for Chemical Analysis of 
Water and Wastes” (EPA 62216-74-003) 
and amendments. 


VI. Industry Subcategorization 


In developing these regulations, EPA 
had to determine whether differrent 
effluent limitations and standards of 
performance were appropriate for 
different groups of plants 
(subcategories) within the industry. The 
factors considered in identifying such 
subcategories included: raw materials 
used, products, manufacturing processes 
employed, size and age of 
manufacturing facility and equipment, 
waste characteristics, water pollution 
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control technology, treatment costs, 
energy requirements, and solid waste 
generation and disposal requirements. 
EPA also accounted for similarity of 
financial characteristics in its economic 
analysis. 

This industry was first subcategorized 
during the development of the original 
BPT quidelines. These subcategories 
were published in the Federal Register 
(November 17, 1976 41 FR 50676). 

Under those regulations, EPA grouped 
the pharmaceutical industry into five 
product or activity areas based on 
distinct differences in manufacturing 
processes, raw materials, products, 
wastewater characteristics, and 
treatability. The subcategories were’ 
defined as follows: 

Subcategory A—Fermentation 
Products 

Subcategory B—Biological and 
Natural Extraction Products 

Subcategory C—Chemical Synthesis 
Products 

Subcategory D—Formulation Products 

Subcategory E—Pharmaceutical 
Research 

Fermentation is the basic method used 
for production of most antibiotics and 
steroids. It is accomplished by preparing 
a seed, allowing the seed to ferment a 
batch of raw materials, and then 
recovering the desirable product by 
solvent extraction, precipitation, or ion 
exchange. 

Biological and natural extraction 
involves the removal of pharmaceutical 
products from natural sources such as 
plant roots and leaves, animal glands, or 
parasitic fungi. 

Chemical synthesis is used in the 
production of most drugs today. They 
are prepared in batch reactors which 
can be used for many processes 
including heating, chilling, mixing, 
condensation, vacuum evaporation, 
crystallization, and solvent extraction. 
These reaction vessels are often 
constructed of stainless or glass-lined 
steel for corrosion resistance. This type 
of construction with the appropriate 
auxiliary equipment enables these 
vessels to be used for multiple functions. 
Since these reactors are very versatile, 
many different compounds can be 
produced in any one vessel. 

Formulation is the process by which 
pharmaceuticals are prepared into forms 
useable for consumers. These forms 
include tablets, capsules, liquids, and 
ointments. The active ingredients are 
mixed with filler, formed into a useable 
state (dosage quantities), and packaged 
for distribution. 

Pharmaceutical research covers 
research in any of the active ingredients 
areas. , 


During this rulemaking, EPA 
reevaluated the previous 
subcategorization of the industry in light 
of newly acquired information. This was 
done to confirm the conclusions of the 
previous study and to examine the 
possibility of further subdividing or 
combining the existing subcategories. 
After reviewing the data for the original 
subcategories, EPA decided that no 
additional subcategories were needed 
and, in fact, that there was no need to 
distinguish among the original 
subcategories. 

This decision was made after 
consideration of the following points: (1) 
Most of the industry that will be subject 
to these regulations is composed of 
plants containing more than one process 
subcategory and the wastewater from 
all the process subcategories is routinely 
combined before it is treated for 
conventional and nonconventional 
pollutants. In addition, the relative 
volumes of wastewater from the various 
subcategory operations are subject to 
considerable variation. Thus 
wastewater in most plants is not 
normally distinguishable by process 
subcategory. Under these circumstances, 
therefore, it is difficult to apply different 
limitations to different subcategories. (2) 
the product/process diversity within 
each subcategory tends to obscure the 
distinctions between subcategories. 
Thus, in some cases, differences in 
pollutant loadings for plants within a 
subcategory may be greater than for 
plants from different subcategories. 
Subcategorization schemes along 
different product/process lines were 
considered but were rejected as being 
too complex and not necessarily more 
accurate. (3) The treatability of the 
wastewater from plants within each 
subcategory is not characteristically 
related to the product/processes 
engaged in by each manufacturing 
subcategory. The conventional pollutant 
loadings for BOD5 and TSS are 
generally amenable to reduction by 
biological treatment, regardless of their 
subcategory source. It.has also been 
demonstrated that reduction to identical 
pollutant levels is achievable for 
wastewater from each of the different 
subcategories. Pollutant loadings may 
vary within each subcategory and 
across subcategories but such 
differences may be addressed by design 
and operating modifications to the 
biological systems. This conclusion is 
evidenced by the fact that the current 
BPT regulation establishes identical 
limitations for each subcategory 
covered. The costs of treatment are a 
function of flow, raw waste load and 
effluent Ievel to be achieved and not 
process per se. (4) The existing 


subcategorization scheme is irrelevent 
to the regulation of toxic pollutants for 
this industry. The occurrence of toxic 
pollutants in a plant’s wastewater is not 
dependent on its process subcategory 
designation(s) but on the particular mix 
of individual product-processes it 
engages in. (5) The available 
performance data from which the 
regulations are derived as well as the 
screening and verification program 
results for toxic pollutants suggest that 
the industry can be equitably regulated 
by a single set of limits. Therefore, the 
Agency has decided that for the purpose 
of this rulemaking one set of limitations 
and guidelines will be proposed for the 
entire industry (excluding research only 
facilities, as discussed above). 


VII. Available Wastewater Control and 
Treatment Technology 


A. Status of In-place Technology 


Current treatment practices in the 
pharmaceutical industry include both in- 
plant and end-of-pipe pollution control 
technologies. Approximately 72% of 
direct discharges have some type of end- 
of-pipe treatment system in-place. 
Another 17% of direct dischargers utilize 
in-plant technology while 10% of direct 
dischargers have both end-of-pipe and 
in-plant control technologies in-place. 

The majority of those using end-of- 
pipe systems employ equalization and 
neutralization followed directly by 
biological treatment. In addition, some 
facilities use primary treatment, 
physical-chemical treatment and other 
methods (e.g., polishing ponds and 
filtration). These systems and their 
components are described in Section VII 
of the proposed development document. 

The majority of plants which utilize 
in-plant controls rely on solvent 
recovery. In addition, some plants use 
cyanide destruction, chromium 
reduction and metals precipitation, 
steam stripping and other allied 
treatment techniques, Solvent recovery 
techniques are widely practiced in the 
industry because of the economic value 
of reusing solvents. Some plants, in 
order to make reuse possible, try to use 
a small number of different solvents. 
When recovered solvent mixtures are 
too complex to be separated and reused, 
they are disposed of by incineration, 
landfilling, deep well injection and 
contract hauling. Wastewater that 
contains significant amounts of volatile 
organic solvents may be treated by 
steam stripping. Preliminary studies 
indicate that steam strippers in use by 
the industry may reduce to a 
concentration level of 50 yg/1 such 
commonly used solvents as benzene, 





1,2,dichloroethane, chloroform, 
ethylbenzene, methylene chloride and 
toluene and achieve a 55% reduction in 
the concentration of phenol. Cyanide is 
destroyed by using chemical oxidation 
(alkaline chlorination or ozonation) and 
thermal/pressure techniques. Cyanide 
destruction systems in the 
pharmaceutical industry can achieve a 
long term average effluent concentration 
of 200 yg/1 total cyanide. This 
performance is confirmed by the results 
of similar studies in the metal finishing 
industry. Metals are treated by 
chromium reduction and either 
hydroxide or sulfide precipitation with 
concentration levels ranging from 100 to 
500 pg/1 being achieved for various 
toxic metals. 

Many new pharmaceutical plants are 
being built with in-plant source controls, 
which may reduce the need for 
additional controls further downstream. 
Examples of in-plant source controls 
include modification of production 
processes, separation of wastes as they 
are produced, use of automatic pollutant 
detection equipment within the process, 
chemical or solvent substitution, 
material reclamation, and water 
reduction or recycle. Pharmaceutical 
manufacturers, however, cannot 
practice substitution of solvents or use 
of recovered chemicals as easily as 
other chemical manufacturers. FDA 
requirements specify that any recycled 
chemicals or solvents must meet the 
same specifications as virgin chemicals 
or solvents to be used in an FDA 
approved drug (active ingredient) 
manufacturing process. The substitution 
of a different solvent or chemical in an 
FDA approved manufacturing process 
may reopen the approval process for the 
drug involved. If contaminants are 
present in the recycled solvents, the 
manufacturer must prove to FDA that no 
deleterious effects result in the active 
ingredient and final product. 
Pharmaceutical manufacturing plants 
also are required by FDA to track by lot 
number all chemicals used in each 
process. 


B. Control Treatment Options 


We considered the following control 
treatment options: 

Option 1—In-plant cyanide 
destruction. 

Option 2—Option 1 plus existing BPT 
(equalization, biological treatment and 
clarification). 

Option 3—The treatment achieved by 
the well-operated biological wastewater 
treatment facilities currently in use by 


direct dischargers in the pharmaceutical _ 


industry. The treatment performance 
achieved by these facilities is 
significantly better than that required by 
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the existing BPT regulation because of 
better operation and greater design 
capacity. 

Option 4—Option 1 plus Option 3. 

Option 5—Option 3 plus additional 
biological treatment (activated sludge, 
rotating biological contactors (RBCs), or 
polishing ponds). Design studies indicate 
that this technology option would 
achieve the lowest effluent levels of 
conventional pollutants of all options 
considered. 

Option 6—Option 1 plus the treatment 
achieved by the best of the well- 
operated biological wastewater 
treatment facilities (see option 3) use by 
the pharmaceutical industry. 

Option 7—Option 1 plus steam 
stripping. 

Option 8—Option 1 plus Option 5. 

Detailed information on these 
technologies is presented in Sections VII 
and VIII of the proposed development 
document. 


VIII. General Criteria and Selection of 
Treatment Options and Standards for 
Limitations 

The treatment options selected as the 
basis of effluent limitations and 


’ pretreatment standards are based on the 


critéria specified in the Clean Water 
Act. Each of the technology options is 
discussed in more detail in the proposed 
development document. 


BPT Effluent Limitations 


The factors considered in defining 
best practicable control technology 
currently available (BPT) include: (1) 
The total cost of applying the technology 
relative to the effluent reductions that 
result, (2) the age of equipment and 
facilities involved, (3) the processes 
used, (4) engineering aspects of the 
control technology, (5) process changes, 
(6) non-water quality environmental 
impacts (including energy requirements), 
(7) and other factors, as the 
Administrator considers appropriate. In 
general, the BPT level represents the 
average of the best existing 
performances of plants within the 
industry of various ages, sizes, 
processes, or other common 
characteristics. BPT focuses on end-of- 
process treatment rather than process 
changes or intenal controls, except 
when these technologies are. common 
industry practice. 

The cost/benefit inquiry for BPT is a 
limited balancing, commited to EPA’s 
discretion, which does not require the 
Agency to quantify benefits in monetary 
terms. See e.g., American Iron and Steel 
Institute v. EPA, 526 F.2d 1027 (3rd Cir. 
1975). In balancing costs against the 
benefits of effluent reduction EPA 
considers the volume and nature of 


existing discharges, the volume and 
nature of discharges expected after 
application of BPT, the general 
environmental effets of the pollutants, 
and the cost and economic impacts of 
the required level of pollutant control. 
The Act does not require or permit 
consideration of water quality problems 
attributable to particular point sources, 
or water quality improvements in 
particular bodies of water. Therefore, 
EPA has not considered these factors. 
See Weyerhaeuser Company v. Cosile, 
590 F.2d 1011 (D.C. Cir. 1978). 

In 1976 EPA promulgated BPT for the 
pharmaceutical industry based on 
biological treatment. These regulations 
are discussed in the section dealing with 
prior regulations. 

EPA is proposing to revise the existing 
TSS limitations currently applicable 
only to subcategories B, D, and E and to 
extend these revised TSS limitations to 
the entire industry. The existing TSS 
limitations were derived from a very 
small data base. Subsequently the 
Agency obtained long term operating 
data (1978 and 1979) on BOD5, COD, 
and TSS levels at 21 pharmaceutical 
plants with biological treatment systems 
in-place. This data clearly showed that 
the 52 mg/1 TSS limit was far too 
stringent and inconsistent relative to the 
percent reduction BODS5 and COD limits 
achieved by the application of biological 
treatment technology. This data base 
also provided removal information for 
that portion of the industry for which 
TSS limits were not established in 1976. 
The Agency has therefore decided to 
amend the existing BPT regulation by 
replacing the current TSS monthly 
average limits with TSS limits consistent 
with the 90% reduction in BOD5 loadings 
and the 74% reduction in COD loadings 
required by the existing regulation. The 
new proposed TSS limitation is based 
on the average performance of those 
direct dischargers employing BPT 
technology equalization, biological 
treatment, and clarification. This revised 
TSS limitation of 217 mg/1 will apply to 
all plants regardless of their subcategory 
designation since the new data indicates 
that this limitation can be met through 
the application of biological treatment 
by plants in all the existing 
subcategories, The available data did 
not permit the derivation of daily 
maximum TSS limitations. 
Consequently, only a 30-day maximum 
average limitation will be proposed to 
replace the existing limitation. 

In addition, EPA is proposing to revise 
the current BP7 limitations for BODS 
and COD to allow dischargers the 
option of meeting the current limitations 
based on a percent reduction calculation 
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or in the alternative, to meet specific 
concentration-based limitations. The 
new BPT concentration-based limitation 
for 50D5 would be equal to the 
proposed BCT limitation for BOD5. The 
new BPT concentration based limitation 
for COD would be equal to the proposed 
BAT limitation for COD. This revision 
was necessitated by the agency’s 
decision not to change the existing 
percent reduction-based BPT limitations 
although the new BC: and BAT 
limitations are concentration-based. 
This change results in the anomaly at 
some plants of BCT and BAT limitations 
being less stringent than the percent 
reduction-based BPT limitations. To 
allow dischargers to select the least 
stringent limitation, the Agency has 
proposed to revise the current BPT 
limitations. This decision is consistent 
with the Agency's decision to propose 
BCT and BAT concentration-based 
limitations in order to correct inequities 
to low raw waste dischargers resulting 
from the current percent reduction- 
based BPT limitations. The Agency is 
not changing the current percent 
reduction BPT limitations, it is merely 
providing optional BPT limitations. We 
are also proposing the addition of a 
cyanide limitation. The cyanide 
limitation is based on the performance 
of the best existing in-plant cyanide 
destruction systems in use by the 
industry (option 1). High concentration 
cyanide streams are effectively reduced 
using cyanide destruction methods such 
as alkaline chlorination, ozonation and 
alkaline pyrolysis. These methods, 
which are described in Section VII of 
the proposed development document, 
are currently in use within the industry 
and are, in many cases, a necessary 
pretreatment step prior to biological 
treatment. Limitations based on the 
performance of the alkaline pyrolysis 
procedure are being proposed for 
inclusion in the existing BPT regulation. 
EPA estimates that the wastewater 
discharge of cyanide by direct 
dischargers in the pharmaceutical 
industry will be reduced by 17,000 
pounds per year as a result of these 
limitations. The costs and economic 
impacts of the cyanide limitations (as 
discussed in Section XI of this notice) 
are estimated to be small in comparison 
to the benefit to be achieved. No effluent 
reduction benefits or costs are 
attributable to the revised TSS 
limitation because it is less stringent 
than the existing TSS regulation for 
three plant subcategories (B, D, and E) 
and the costs incurred and benefits 
achieved by newly regulated A and C 
plants are directly attributable to 
meeting the current BPT BOD5 and COD 


limitations. Similarly, no costs or 
benefits are attributable to the 
alternative concentration-based 
limitations for BOD5 and COD, since 
these limitations are less stringent than 
the existing percent reduction-based 
limitations for the sources to which they 
might apply. Therefore, the Agency 
considers these limitations appropriate 
for BPT. 


B. BCT Effluent Limitations 


The 1977 amendments added Section 
301(b)(2)(E) to the Act, establishing 
“best conventional pollutant control 
technology” (BCT) for discharges of 
conventional pollutants from existing 
industrial point sources. Conventional 
pollutants are those defined in Section 
304(a)(4)—BOD, TSS, fecal coliform and 
pH—and any additional pollutants 
defined by the Administrator as 
conventional. On July 30, 1978, EPA 
designated oil and grease as a 
conventional pollutant (44 FR 44501). 

BCT is not an additional limitation; 
rather it replaces BAT for the control of 
conventional pollutants. BCT requires 
that limitations for conventional 
pollutants be assessed in light of a two 
part “cost-reasonableness” test. 
American Paper Institute v. EPA, 660 F. 
2d 954 (4th Cir. 1981). The first test 
compares the cost for private industry to 
reduce its conventional pollutants with 
the costs to publicly owned treatment 
works for similar levels of reduction in 
their discharge of these pollutants. The 
second test examines the cost- 
effectiveness of additional industrial 
treatment beyond BPT. EPA must find 
that limitations are “reasonable” under 
both tests before establishing them as 
BCT. In no case may BCT be less 
stringent than BPT. 

EPA initially published its 
methodology for carrying out the BCT 
analysis on August 29, 1979 (44 FR 
50732). In the case mentioned above, the 
Courts of Appeal ordered EPA to correct 
data errors underlying EPA's calculation 
of the first text, and to apply the second 
cost test. (EPA had argued that a second 
cost test was not required). The Agency 
has just proposed a new BCT cost test 
methodology in response to these 
requirements by the court (47 FR 49176, 
October 29, 1982). The reader is referred 
to that notice for a detailed discussion 
of the Agency’s proposed new BCT 
methodology. 

As discussed in the preamble to the 
BCT proposal, a candidate BCT option 
would pass the first BCT test if the costs 
in going from BPT to BCT were less than 
the $.42/lb. (19860 dollars) a POTW 
would incur in going from secondary 
treatment to advanced secondary 
treatment. A candidate BCT option 


would pass the second test if the cost 
per pound in upgrading from BPT to BCT 
were less than 1.43 times the cost per 
pound in upgrading from Pre-BPT 
treatment levels to BPT. If the candidate 
BCT technology does not pass both 
tests, BCT is established to equal BPT. 

Using available data EPA applied the 
first BCT cost test to candidate option 3 
and the cost per pound was $.38 (1980 
dollars). EPA then applied the second 
test to this candidate option and the 
result was 0.81 which is less than the 
1.43 factor cited above. Therefore, 
candidate option 3 passed both parts of 
the BCT cost test and BCT limitations 
more stringent than existing BPT 
limitations are appropriate. 

The test was applied to all direct 
dischargers and the results have been 
stated for this group as a whole, since 
the Agency is not using subcategories 
for purpose of BCT regulation. 

EPA is proposing limits achievable by 
well-operated biological treatment 
facilities currently in use by direct 
dischargers in the pharmaceutical 
industry (option 3). These facilities 
perform significantly better, with respect 
to effluent BOD5 and TSS, than the 
average of the existing BPT treatment 
facilities. This superior treatment may 
be achieved by increasing the capacity 
of existing biological treatment units 
(equalization tanks, activated sludge 
reactors and clarifiers) or by adding 
such treatment stages to the existing 
system. Add-on activated sludge 
technology forms the cost basis for BCT. 
We have Calculated the proposed BCT 
BOD5 limitations based on 
concentration, rather than on percent 
removal as in the BPT regulation. The 
percent removal approach tends to favor 
a few manufacturers with large waste 
load, at the expense of the many who 
have moderate or small waste loads 
and, because of economies of scale, less 
ability to pay for treatment. The 
concentration-based approach, which is 
being used for related industries, avoids 
this problem. The data currently 
available does not indicate that this 
change will create technical problems 
for high wasteload plants which 
originally installed systems designed to 
meet the percent reduction BPT limits. 
We applied the additional costs which 
might be incurred due to the change to 
concentration-based limitations. We 
found that the proposed BCT limitations 
pass both cost tests. We also considered 
the level of treatment described under 
option 5 as the basis of BCT effluent 
limitations. However, option 5 does not 
pass the BCT cost tests. 

EPA estimates that BCT limitations 
based on option 3 will reduce the 
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discharge of conventional pollutants 
(BOD5 and TSS) by direct dischargers in 
the pharmaceutical industry by 3,990,000 
pounds per year. 

We also evaluated the costs and 
economic impacts of these BCT 
limitations (a fuller discussion of them is 
found in Section XI of this notice) and 
concluded that these limitations are 
appropriate. 

C. BAT Effluent Limitations 


In assessing best available technology 
economically achievable (BAT), EPA 
considers factors such as the age of 
equipment and facilities involved, the 
process employed, process changes, 
non-water quality environmental 
impacts (including energy requirements), 
and the costs of application of such 
technology (Section 304(b) (2)B). At a 
minimum, the BAT represents the best 
existing economically achievable 
technology of plants of various ages, 
sizes, processes, or other shared 
characteristics. The Agency may 
transfer BAT from a different 
subcategory or industrial category when 
existing performance is determined to 
be uniformly inadequate. In addition, 
BAT may include process changes or 
internal controls, even when not 
common industry practice. 

The statutory assessment of BAT 
considers costs, but does not require a 
balancing of costs against effluent 
reduction benefits (see Weyerhaeuser v. 
Costle, 11 ERC 2149 (D.C. Cir. 1978). In 
developing the proposed BAT, however, 
EPA has given substantial weight to the 
reasonableness of costs. The Agency 
has considered the volume and nature of 
discharges expected after application of 
BAT, and the costs and economic 
impacts of the required pollution control 
levels. 

Despite this consideration of costs, 
the primary determinant of BAT is 
effluent reduction capability using 
economically achievable technology. As 
a result of the Clean Water Act of 1977, 
achieving BAT has become the principal 
national means of controlling toxic 
water pollution. 

For BAT, EPA chose option 4, which 
equals BCT plus cyanide destruction. 
Long term performance data from the 
pharmaceutical industry indicate that 
the BCT technology also controls COD. 
The proposed COD limitation represents 
the best economically achievable 
performance of plants of various-ages, 
sizes, processes and other shared 
characteristics. EPA also considered 
options 6 and 8 for the control of COD. 
After consideration of the statutory 
factors, particularly processes 
employed, the Agency concluded that 
these options would require a level of 


~ 


treatment for COD which is not 
economically achievable for existing 
direct dischargers. The Agency is also 
proposing BAT cyanide limitations 
equivalent to BPT limitations. The 
available data on cyanide control was 
evaluated in terms of the cyanide 
generating processes and the 
performance of available treatment 
technology employed by direct 
discharging pharmaceutical plants and 
EPA concluded that more stringent 
control of cyanide beyond BPT would 
not be economically achievable. 

EPA estimates that BAT COD 
limitations will prevent the discharge of 
about 4,460,000 pounds per year of COD. 
No reduction in the discharge of cyanide 
is expected as a result of the BAT 
cyanide limitations. No costs or 
economic impacts are expected as a 
result of those limitations. 

The Agency also considered possible 
technologies directed at toxics, 
including metals precipitation (with 
chromium reduction as needed) and 
steam stripping. However, as explained 
in the Development Document, EPA 
concluded that industry-wide effluent 
limitations were not required for metals 
or other toxics because they were either 
found only at a few plants at treatable 
levels, found only in trace amounts, or 
were adequately treated by biological 
systems. In addition, some further 
reduction from current levels of such 
pollutants as phenols, benzene, 
chloroform, ethyl benzene, methylene 
chloride and toluene will incidentally be 
achieved when BCT and BAT 


- limitations are attained. For these 


reasons, and because of their costs, we 
decided not to include them as a basis 
for the BAT regulation. 


D. New Source Performance Standards 


The basis for new source performance 
standards (NSPS) under Section 306 of 
the Act is the best available 
demonstrated technology. New plants 
have the opportunity to design the best 
and most efficient pharmaceutical 
manufacturing processes and 
wastewater treatment technologies; 
Congress, therefore, directed EPA to 
consider the best demonstrated process 
changes, in-plant controls, and end-of- 
pipe treatment technologies that reduce 
pollution to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

As a result, limitations for new source 
performance standards (NSPS) should 
represent the most stringent numerical 
values attainable thrcugh demonstrated 
control technology for all pollutants 
(conventional, nonconventional, and 
toxics).. 

For NSPS, EPA picked option 6 for the 
control of BOD5 TSS, COD and cyanide. 
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The proposed limits for BOD5 TSS and 
COD are based on the performance of 
the best of the well-operated biological 
wastewater treatment facilities 
currently in use by the pharmaceutical 
industry. This treatment is based on 
expanded biological treatment systems 
including activated sludge capacity in 
excess of that considered in option 4. 
The data indicate that this is the best 
available demonstrated technology, as 
required by section 306. We considered 
option 8 but concluded that this 
treatment option is insufficiently 
demonstrated among direct dischargers 
in the industry to warrant its selection. 
A separate treatment for solvents was 
unnecessary because this option 
selected resulted in incidental removal 
of solvents from wastewater. The NSPS 
cyanide limitation is equivalent to the 
BPT and BAT limitations because the 
evidence does not demonstrate that 
greater reduction of cyanide can be 
achieved by new pharmaceutical 
sources than at existing sources. 

The Agency estimates that the 
average new source direct discharger 
will reduce its discharge of BOD5 TSS, 
and COD by 30,000, 15,000 and 83,000 
pounds per year, respectively, beyond 
that required by the existing source BCT 
and BAT limitations. No incremental 
reduction of cyanide will be required of 
new source direct dischargers. We also 
estimate that the average new source 
will incur annual costs 38 percent above 
those estimated for the average existing 
source. (A fuller discussion of new 
source costs and impacts is found in 
Section XI of this notice). EPA concludes 
that new sources standards for direct 
dischargers based on option 6 are 
appropriate in view of these 
considerations. 


E. Pretreatment Standards for Existing 
Sources 


Section 307(b) of the Act requires EPA 
to promulgate pretreatment standards 
for existing sources (PSES) which must 
be achieved within three years of 
promulgation or such earlier date 
specified by EPA. PSES are designed to 
prevent the discharge of pollutants that 
pass through, interfere with, or are 
otherwise incompatible with the 
operation of POTWs. The legislative 
history of the 1977 Act indicates that 
pretreatment standards are to be 
technology-based, analogous to the best 
available technology for removal of 
toxic pollutants. The general 
pretreatment regulations (40 CFR Part 
403) serve as the framework for these 
proposed pretreatment regulations for 
the pharmaceutical industry. EPA has 
generally determined that there is pass 
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through of pollutants if the percent of 
pollutants removed by a well-operated 
POTW achieving secondary treatment is 
less than the percent removal by the 
BAT model treatment system. Using this 
interpretation EPA has determined that 
pass through of cyanide and volatile 
toxic organics (toxic solvents) does 
occur in the pharmaceutical industry. 

EPA has selected in-plant cyanide 
destruction (option 1) as the basis for 
PSES standards. Unless cyanide 
discharges from indirect dischargers in 
the pharmaceutical industry are 
controlled, they may cause pass-through 
problems at POTWs. The selected 
technology is the same discussed above 
for BPT, BAT and NSPS. This treatment 
will result in low effluent levels of 
cyanide being discharged to POTWs at 
an annualized cost of $379,000 (1982 
dollars) with no significant economic 
impacts (see Section XI for a fuller 
discussion of costs and impacts). The 
Agency also considered proposing 
pretreatment standards for toxic volatile 
organics, because in some instances 
they pass through municipal treatment 
works, Steam stripping (option 7) may 
be an appropriate technology in this 
regard. However, the available data do 
not enable us to confirm our estimate of 
the levels of total toxic volatile organics 
(TTVO) which steam stripping can 
achieve in this industry (1.2 mg/]). 
Therefore, this proposal does not 
include a specific TTVO standard 
although we are considering adopting 
such a standard as part of the final rule 
if we have adequate supporting data. 
EPA estimates that if a 1.2 mg/l 
standard were achieved, 19.5 million 
pounds per year of toxic volatile 
organics now discharged to POTWs will 
be removed prior to introduction to 
municipal sewers. We specifically solicit 
data on this issue. Section XII of this 
preamble presents the results of a 
preliminary economic impact analysis of 
option 7 (cyanide destruction plus steam 
stripping) based on our current estimate 
of steam stripping performance. 

The Agency estimates that 
pretreatment standards controlling the 
discharge of cyanide by indirect 
dischargers in the pharmaceutical 
industry will prevent the discharge of 
5900 pounds per year of cyanide to 
municipal treatment works. EPA has 
evaluated the costs and economic 
impacts of these standards (a fuller 
discussion of which is found in Section 
XI of this notice) and concluded that 
these standards are appropriate. The 
compliance date for these standards 


proposed to be July, 1984. 


F. Pretreatment Standards for New 
Sources 


Section 307(c) of the Act requires EPA 
to promulgate pretreatment standards 
for new sources (PSNS) at the same time 
that it promulgates NSPS. New indirect 


dischargers, like new direct dischargers, © 


have the opportunity to incorporate the 
best available demonstrated 
technologies including process changes, 
in-plant control measures, and end-of- 
pipe treatment, and to use plant site 
selection to ensure adequate treatment 
system installation. 

The Agency has selected option 1 as 
the basis for PSNS standards. This 
option is also part of the technology 
basis for the BPT, BAT, PSES and NSPS 
limitations and standards. The 
justification for this option selection for 
new source indirect dischargers is 
identical to that used for the inclusion of 
this option as part of the NSPS 
technology base, namely that it has not 
been demonstrated that new sources 
can achieve a more stringent control of 
cyanide than existing sources. EPA also 
considered option 7 for PSNS but 
concluded that it was inappropriate at 
this time for the reason stated in the 
PSES subsection. No incremental costs, 
impacts or benefits are attributable to 
PSNS cyanide standards since these 
standards are the same as PSES. 


IX. Regulated Pollutants 


The basis on which the controlled 
pollutants were selected is detailed in 
Section VI of the proposed development 
document. Information also is provided 
in that section on their general nature, 
common industrial use, pharmaceutical 
industry use, detection frequency, and 
concentration levels. 


A. BPT 


The pollutants that would be 
controlled through implementation of 
the revision to the BPT regulation for 
this category are the conventional 
pollutant TSS and the toxic pollutant 
cyanide. The TSS limitations replace the 
existing limitations and will apply to all 
plants covered in the existing BPT 
regulation (subcategory E only plants 
included). The cyanide limitations are 
new and will apply to all plants covered 
in the existing BPT regulation except 
plants which are subcategory E only 
plants. Cyanide is to be controlled by 
“maximum mg/] for one day” and 
“average mg/I| for 30 consecutive days” 
effluent limitations. TSS is to be 
controlled by “average mg/1 for 30 
consecutive days” effluent limitations. 
(Existing BPT limitations for BOD5, COD 
and pH are unchanged.) BOD5 and COD 
are to be controlled by “average mg/] 


for 30 consecutive days” effluent 
limitations. 


B. BAT 


The pollutants that would be 
controlled through implementation of 
this regulation for the pharmaceutical 
industry are the nonconventional 
parameter COD and the toxic pollutant 
cyanide. 

Discharges of COD and cyanide are 
controlled by “maximum mg/] for one 
day” and “average mg/I for 30 
consecutive days” effluent limitations, 
both expressed in mg/1. Toxic metal and 
organic pollutants may be regulated on a 
case-by-case basis if necessary. 


C. BCT 


The pollutants controlled by BCT 
regulation for this category include the 
conventional pollutants BOD5 and TSS. 
Both are to be controlled by “maximum 
mg/] for one day” and “average mg/1 for 
30 consecutive days” effluent 
limitations. The pollutant parameter pH 
is again specified as a range of 6.0 to9.0. 


D. NSPS 


This regulation will cover the 
conventional pollutants, BOD5 and TSS, 
the nonconventional parameter COD, 
and the priority pollutant cyanide. All 
pollutants will be controlled by 
“maximum for one day” and “average 
mg/] for 30 consecutive days” effluent 
limitations. The pollutant parameter pH 
is specified again as a range of 6.0 to 9.0. 


E. PSES and PSNS 


The pollutant controlled by PSES and 
PSNS regulations is cyanide. Cyanide is 
to be controlled by “average mg/1 for 30 
consecutive days” and “maximum mg/] 
for one day” effluent standards. 


X. Pollutants and Subcategories Not 
Regulated 


The Settlement Agreement contains 
provisions authorizing the exclusion 
from regulation, in certain instances, of 
toxic pollutants and industry 
subcategories. These provisions have 
been rewritten in a Revised Settlement 
Agreement which was approved by the 
District Court for the District of 
Columbia on March 9, 1979. 


A. Pollutants Excluded 


Paragraph 8(a)(iii) of the Revised 
Settlement Agreement allows the 
Administrator to exclude from 
regulation toxic pollutants not detected 
by Section 304(h) analytical methods or 
other state-of-the-art methods. The toxic 
pollutants not detected and, therefore 
excluded from regulation are listed in 
Appendices B and D to this notice. 
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Paragraph 8(a) (iii) also allows 
exclusion of pollutants that are: (1) 
Detected in the effluent from a small 
number of sources and uniquely related 
to those sources; (2) detected in only 
trace amounts not likely to cause toxic 
effects; or (3) sufficiently controlled by 
existing regulations. Thirty-four different 
toxic pollutants were found in the 
effluent of direct discharger 
pharmaceutical plants during the 
screening and verification program. 
Twenty-five of these pollutants (toxic 
metals and volatile organics) were found 
at treatable levels only in a small 
number of instances. In the instances 
where such pollutants were found at 
treatable levels, these observations 
were attribikable to manufacturing 
activities that are uniquely related to the 
plants sampled. Another eight toxic 
pollutants (some phenols and 
phthalates) were found at or below the 
treatability limit concentrations 
established for existing physical 
chemical treatment methods by studies 
conducted on wastewater from several 
industry categories. The 33 pollutants 
are listed in Appendix C to this notice 
along with the particular reason(s) for 
excluding them from regulation. {The 
34th toxic pollutant detected, cyanide, is 
being regulated). 

Paragraph 8(b)(ii) of the Settlement 
Agreement authorizes the Administrator 
to exclude from regulation under the 
pretreatment standards a subcategory or 
category if the toxicity and amount of 
incompatible pollutants (taken together) 
introduced by such point sources into 
the POTW is so insignificant as not to 
justify developing a national 
pretreatment regulation. EPA has 
reviewed the S/V data from indirect 
dischargers and has identified those 
toxic pollutants which qualify for 
exclusion from regulation under 
pretreatment standards. Appendix D 
lists those toxic pollutants not detected 
in the effluents of indirect dischargers. 
Appendix E lists those toxic pollutants 
that were found only infrequently and at 
low concentrations. Therefore, EPA is 
excluding the Pharmaceutical Category 
from regulation under pretreatment 
standards for the 108 toxic pollutants 
listed in Appendices D and E. 


B. Subcategories Excluded 


The Settlement Agreement did not 
require EPA to regulate the entire 
Pharmaceutical industry. Subcategory E, 
Pharmaceutical Research, is not 
mentioned in the Settlement Agreement 
nor is it listed under a separate SIC 
code. Since pharamaceutical research 
does not involve production and 
wastewater generation in appreciable 
quantities on a regular basis, EPA 


considers this subcategory outside the 
province of ordinary industrial 
guidelines development. Therefore, 
facilities which conduct pharmaceutical 
research only are specifically excluded 
from all limitations and standards in this 
regulation with the exception of the 
revised BPT limitation on TSS and the 
alternative BOD5 and COD 
concentration-based limitations. 
Research activities as conducted at 
mixed and single subcategory plants (A, 
B, C and D only) will be covered by this 
regulation because the wastewaters 
from these activities were studied as 
part of the technical development of this 
regulation. However, these activities 
contribute a very small portion of 
wastewater to the final effluent of the 
average production facility. 


XI. Costs and Economic Impacts 
A. Cost and Economic Impact 


In order to estimate the economic 
impact of today's proposal, EPA 
reviewed its incremental effect on the 
industry. This analysis is presented in 
Economic Impact Analysis of Proposed 
Effluent Limitations and Standards for 
the Pharmaceutical Industry. This report 
details the investment and annual costs 
for the industry as a whole and for 
typical plants covered by the proposed 
regulation. Compliance costs are based 
on engineering estimates of capital 
requirements for the effluent control 
systems described earlier in this 
preamble. The report assesses the 
impact of effluent control costs in terms 
of price changes, plant closures, 
employment effects, and balance of 
trade effects. Negligible hazardous 
waste disposal costs are expected from 
the proposed regulation. 

EPA has identified 464 pharmaceutical 
direct and indirect discharging facilities 
that are covered by this regulation. An 
estimated 125 of these plants are zero 
dischargers and are not expected to 
incur costs. Total investment for the 
remaining 339 plants for BPT/BCT/BAT 
and PSES is estimated to be $24.8 
million, with annual costs of $9.6 
million, including depreciation and 
interest. These costs are expressed in 
1982 dollars and are based on the 
determination that plants will upgrade 
their existing treatment systems to 
comply with BPT/BCT/BAT or PSES, as 
appropriate. One possible plant closure 
and two possible production line 
closures are projected as a result of 
compliance costs for this regulation. 
Possible employment effects are 143 
manufacturing employees, or less than 
0.2 percent of all pharmaceutical 
manufacturing employees. The 
maximum price increase if all costs 
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were passed on to consumers range is 
less than 0.17 percent. Balance of trade 
effects are insignificant. 

In order to measure the potential 
economic impacts, a two-step analytical 
procedure was employed. First, the 
analysis determined whether a plant's 
compliance costs exceeded one percent 
of sales. If the costs did exceed one 
percent, then the analysis considered 
information on the firm's financial 
position, its size, the relative importance 
of its pharmaceutical line of business, 
patent protection, location of plant— 
whether in the U.S. or Puerto Rico—and 
other relevant economic informtion to 
predict a firm's likely impact if the 
proposed regulation was promulgated. If 
the firm was in a position to pass the 
costs on to the consumer, due to patent 
protection, for example, then it was 
assumed that prices would increase and 
the plant would remain in operation. If 
costs could not be passed on, then, 
based on the above information, a 
determination was made as to whether 
a plant might close, a production line 
might shut down, or production might be 
shifted from one plant to another. For 
the reasons discussed below and after 
applying this economic impact 
methodology, the Administrator has 
determined that the costs of this 
regulation are justified. 

In addition, EPA has conducted an 
analysis of the incremental removal cost 
per pound equivalent for each of the 
proposed technology-based options. A 
pound equivalent is calculated by 
miltiplying the number of pounds of 
pollutant discharged by a weighting 
factor for that pollutant. The weighting 
factor is equal to the water quality 
criterion for a standard pollutant 
(copper), divided by the water quality 
criterion for the pollutant being 
evaluated. The use of “pound 
equivalent” gives relatively more weight 
to removal of more toxic pollutants. 
Thus for a given expenditure, the cost 
per pound equivalent removed would be 
lower when a highly toxic pollutant is 
removed than if a less toxic pollutant is 
removed. This analysis is included in 
the record of this rulemaking in a work 
entitled “Cost Effectiveness Analysis of 
Proposed Effluent Standards and 
Limitations for Pharmaceuticals”. EPA 
invites comments on the methodology 
used in this analysis. 

1. BPT. BPT regulations are proposed 
for cyanide ahd TSS control. An 
estimated thirteen out of sixty direct 
discharging plants use cyanide in their 
manufacturing processes. Six of the 
thirteen plants reported concentrations 
below the cyanide limitation and, 
therefore, will incur no costs from the 
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proposed BPT regulation. A seventh 
plant is very complex and any attempt 
to estimate costs for cyanide treatment 
was not considered feasible in view of 
the lack of available data. Investments 
and annualized costs for the remaining 
six plants are estimated to be $2.0 
million and $723 thousand, respectively. 
As explained earlier in Section VIII of 
the preamble, no costs and hence no 
economic impacts are expected as a 
result of the BPT TSS limitation or the 
alternative concentration-based 
limitations for BOD5 and COD. In 
summary, there are no significant 
economic impacts projected as a rusult 
of BPT. 

2. BCT. The proposed BCT regulation 
would control BODS and TSS at 113 mg/ 
1 and 104 mg/l, respectively. Fourteen of 
the 60 direct discharging plants will 
incur investment and annualized costs 
of $21.8 and $8.5 million, respectively. 
Three of the fourteen plants incurring 
compliance costs may significantly alter 
their production as a result of this 
regulation. One plant employing 45 
people may close. Another plant 
employing 25 people may either close or 
shift its pharmaceutical production to 
another facility. A third plant employing 
73 people may discontinue its 
pharmaceutical production line but keep 
the plant open for other production 
operations. Pharmaceutical employment 
at these three facilities totals 143 people, 
or less than 0.2 percent of all 
pharmaceutical manufacturing 
employment. 

3. BAT. No incremental costs are 
expected to incur from the BAT 
limitations because the technology 
controls that are the basis for the BPT/ 
BCT limitations also serve as a basis for 
the BAT limitations. 

4. PSES. Two options were considered 
for PSES: Cyanide destruction and 
cyanide destruction plus the removal of 
total toxic volatile organics. The 
proposed standard is for the control of 
cyanide only. An estimated three out of 
279 plants will incur total capital and 
annualized costs of $1.0 million and $379 
thousand respectively. No significant 
impacts are expected from the proposed 
PSES cyanide regulation. 

A standard requiring cyanide 
destruction plus the removal of total 
toxic volatile organics was also 
considered. Assuming the installation of 
steam stripping to achieve a TTVO long 
term average concentration of 1.2 mg/I, 
capital and annualized costs for this 
option totaled $4.5 million and $5.8 
million, respectively. Approximately 47 
plants would incur costs. No plants are 
expected to close as a result of this 
option but one plant may curtail its 


pharmaceutical production at a large 
multi-product facility. 

5. NSPS and PSNS. New source 
limitations controlling BOD5, TSS, and 
COD for direct dischargers (NSPS) are 
more stringent than the limitations for 
existing sources. Capital and annualized 
costs for a model new facility are 
estimated to be less than $2.2 million 
and $0.9 million, respectively. The 
capital costs are projected to add less 
than two percent to the capital costs of 
building a new facility. Therefore, the 
new source limitations are not expected 
to discourage entry or result in any 
significant differential economic impact 
to new plants. In addition, existing 
sources making major modifications to 
their plants are not expected to incur 
costs greater than new source costs; as a 
result, the Agency believes the NSPS 
costs are not significant enough to deter 
investment in either major modifications 
to existing plants or investments in new 
plants. 

Regulations for new sources for 
indirect dischargers (PSNS) are the same 
as those for existing sources. Therefore, 
no incremental impacts are expected 
from implementation of the proposed 
PSNS. 


B. Executive Order 12291 


Executive Order 12291 requires EPA 
and other agencies to perform regulatory 
impact analyses of major regulations. 
Major rules impose an annual cost to the 
economy of $100 million or more or meet 
other economic impact criteria. The 
proposed regulation for pharmaceuticals 
is not a major rule because its 
annualized costs of $9.6 million are less 
than $100 million and it meets none of 
the other criteria specified in paragraph 
(b) of the Executive Order. This 
proposed rulemaking satisfies the 
requirement of the Executive Order for a 
non-major rule. 


C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


Public Law 96-354 requires EPA to 
prepare an Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis for all proposed regulations 
that have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. The 
analysis may be conducted in 
conjunction with or as part of other 
Agency analyses. 

The economic impact analyses for this 
industry identified only three firms as 
potentially experiencing significant 
economic impacts as a result of the 
proposed regulation. One of the firms 
employs 70 people, while the other two 
have employment in excess of 2,000. No 
significant economic impacts were 
projected for the remaining 240 firms in 
the data base. 


Since only one of the firms in the data 
base projected to experience significant 
economic impact is a small firm, there is 
no disproportionate burden on small 
businesses; therefore, a formal 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is not 
required. 


XII. Non-Water Quality Aspects of 
Pollution Control 


The elimination or reduction of one 
form of pollution may aggravate other 
environmental problems. Therefore, 
Sections 304(b) and 306 of the Act 
require EPA to consider the non-water 
quality environmental impacts 
(including energy requirements) of 
certain regulations. In compliance with 
these provisions, EPA has considered 
the effect of these regulations on air 
pollution, solid waste generation, and 
energy consumption. This proposal was 
reviewed by EPA personnel responsible 
for non-water quality environmental 
programs. While it is difficult to balance 
pollution problems against each other 
and against energy use, EPA believes 
the proposed regulations best serve 
often competing national goals. 

The non-water quality environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed 
regulations are: 


A. Solid Waste 


Sludges will be generated both we the 
in-plant and end-of-pipe treatment 
technologies. Sludge production rates for 
model plants, in pounds per day of dry 
solids, are shown for each treatment 
process in Section VIII the proposed 
development document. The amount of 
sludge produced by pharmaceutical 
plants will vary markedly from site to 
site. However, the production quantities 
presented in the proposed development 
document are conservative estimates 
and are expected to be equal to or 
higher than the actual amounts 
experienced by any given production 
site. In addition, not all pharmaceutical 
plants will generate each of the 
pollutants associated with all treatment 
technologies. 

EPA estimates that about 426,000 
pounds per year of additional sludge 
will be generated by the BCT and BAT 
limitations, and increase of about 2% 
over that currently produced under BPT. 
New source direct dischargers are 
expected to generate on average of 18 
percent more sludge than existing 
sources as a result of NSPS standards. 
No sludge will be generated as a result 
of the Pretreatment Standards. The 
sludge generated as a result of the 
existing BPT limitations as well as that 
to be generated as a result of these 
regulations is not hazardous and 





therefore not subject to RCRA regulated 
disposal. 


B. Air Pollution 


Steam strippers, if properly designed 
and 9} will condense volatile 
solvents rather emit them to the 
atmosphere. Therefore, if PSES and 
PSNS are adopted for solvents, no 
significant air pollution effects are 
expected from the regulation. Moreover, 
due to the value of the compounds being 
removed, it will generally be cost 
effective to recondense and recover 
these compounds rather than emit them 
to the atmosphere even where only 
biological treatment is used. Some 
volatilization of organics from 
wastewater treatment aeration basins 
may give rise to local air pollution, but 
this is not expected to be significant. 

C. Energy Requirements 

EPA estimates that the achievement 
of proposed BPT, BAT, BCT, PSES, and 
PSNS will together increase electrical 
energy consumption by approximately 2 
to 4 percent of present facility use of all 
plants. 

XII Best Management Practices 

Section 304{e) of the Clean Water Act 
authorizes the Administrator to 
prescribe what have been termed “best 
management practices” (BMPs) 
described under AUTHORITY AND 
BACKGROUND. EPA may develop 
BMPs which are: (1) Generic in nature 
and applicable to all industrial sites; {2} 
specific in nature and applicable to a 
specified industrial category; and (3) 
useful to permit authorities in 
establishing BMPs required by unique 
circumstances at a given plant. The 
existing BPT regulation requires that 
separable mycelia and solvents not be 
included in the raw waste load 
calculations for BOD5 and COD, that is, 
must be removed prior to treatment. 
This rulemaking will not change the 
requirement for this practice. In 
addition, exisiting regulations of the 
Food and Drug Administration as well 
as competition within the industry 
require that parmaceutical plants be 
carefully operated. Therefore, the 
Agency does not intend to develop 
additional BMPs for the Pharmaceutical 
Industry at this time. 


XIV. Upset and Bypass Provisions 


A recurring issue of concern has been 


whether industry guidelines should 
include provisions authorizing 
noncompliance with effluent limitations 
during periods of “upset” or “bypass.” 


noncompliance occurring for reasons 


beyond the reasonable control of the 
permittee. An upset provision is 
necessary, it has been argued, because 
such upsets will inevitably occur due to 
physical limitations even in properly 
operated control equipment. Because 
technology-based limitations are to 
require only what technology can 
achieve, it is claimed that liability for 
such situations is improper. When 
confronted with this issue, courts have 
divided on the question of whether an 
explicit upset or excursion exemption is 
necessary or whether upset or excursion 
incidents may be handled through EPA's 
exercise of enforcement discreation. 
Compare Marathon Oil Company v. 
EPA, 564 F.2d 1255 (9th Cir. 1977) with 
Weyerhaeuser v. Costle, supra, and 
Corn Refiners Association, et al. v. 
Costle F.2d (8th Cir. 1979). See American 
Petroleum Insitute v. EPA, 540 F.2d 1023 
(10th Cir. 1976); CPC International, Inc. 
v. Train, 540 F.2d 973 {4th Cir. 1976). 

While an upset is an unintentional 
episode during which effluent limits are 
exceeded, a bypass is an act of 
intentional noncompliance during which 
wastewater treatment facilities are 
circumvented in emergency situations. 
Bypass provisions have, in the past, 
been included in NPDES permits. 

EPA has determined that both upset 
and bypass provisions should be 
included in NPDES permits, and has 
promulgated NPDES regulations which 
include upset and bypass permit 
provisions. [See 44 FR 32854 [June 7, 
1979)]. The upset provision establishes 
an upset as an affirmative defense to 
prosecution for violation of technology- 
based effluent limitations. The bypass 
provision authorizes bypassing to 
prevent loss of life, personal injury, or 
severe property damage. The upset and 
bypass provisions which are 
incorporated into NPDES permits will 
apply to permitted pharmaceutical 
plants. 


XV. Variances and Modifications 


Upon promulgation of these 
regulations, the numerical effluent 
limitations for the appropriate 
subcategory must be applied in all 
Federal and state NPDES permits issued 
to pharmaceutical industry direct 
dischargers. In addition, on 
promulgation, the pretreatment 
limitations are directly applicable to 
indirect dischargers. 

For the BPT and BCT effluent 
limitations, the only exception to the 
binding limitations is EPA's 
“fundamentally different factors” 
variance. [See £. J. duPont de Nemours 
and CO. v. Train, 430 U.S. 112 (1977); 
Weyerhaeuser Co. v. Costle, supra}. 
This variance recognizes factors 
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concerning a particular discharger 

which are fundamentally different from 
the factors considered in this 
rulemaking. Although this variance 
clause was set forth in EPA's 1973-1976 
regulations for specific industries, it now 
will be included in the general NPDES 
regulations and not in the specific 
pharmaceutical industry regulations. 
[See 44 FR 32854, 32950 (June 7, 1979) for 
the text and explanation of the 
“fundamentally different factors” 
variance.] In accordance with this 
policy, we intend to delete from the 
revised BPT regulation for the 
pharmaceutical category the current 
language on “fundamentally different 
factor” variances. 

The BAT limitations in these 
regulations also are subject to EPA's 
“fundamentally different factors” 
variance. In addition, BAT limitations 
for nonconventional pollutants are 
subject to modfications under Section 
301(c) and 301(g) of the Act. Under 
Section 301(1) of the Act, these statutory 
modifications are not applicable to 
“toxic” pollutants. 

The economic modification section 
(301{c)) gives the Administrator 
authority to modify BAT requirements 
for nonconventional pollutants (Sections 
301(1) precludes the Administrator from 
modifying BAT requirements for any 
pollutants which are on the toxic 
pollutant list under section 307(a)(1) of 
the Act) for dischargers who file a 
permit application after fuly 1, 1977, 
upon a showing that such modified 
requirements will (1) represent the 
maximum use of technology within the 
economic capability of the owner or 
operator and (2) result in reasonable 
further progress toward the elimination 
of the discharge of pollutants. The 
environmental modification section 
(301(g) allows the administrator, with 

the concurrence of the State, to modify 
BAT limitations for nonconventional 
pollutants from any point source upon a 
showing by the owner or operator of 
such point source satisfactory to the 
Administrator that: 

(a) Such modified requirements will 
result at a minimum in compliance with 
BPT limitations or any more stringent 
limitations necessary to meet water 
quality standards; 

(b) Such modified requirements will _ 
not result in any additional 
requirements on any other point or 
nonpoint source; and 

(c) Such modification will not interfere 
with the attainment or maintenance of 
that water quality which shall assure 
protection of public water supplies, and 
the protection and propagation of a 
balanced population of shellfish, fish, 
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and wildlife, and allow recreational 
activities, in and on the water and such 
modification will not result in the 
discharge of pollutants in quantities 
which may reasonably be anticipated to 
pose an unacceptable risk to human 
health or the environment because of 
bioaccumulation, persistency in the 
environment, acute toxicity, chronic 
toxicity (including carcinogenicity, 
mutagenicity or teratogenicity), or 
synergistic propensities. 

Section 301(j)(1)(B) of the Act requires 
that application for modifications under 
section 301 (c) or (g) must be filed within 
270 days after thé promulgation of an 
applicable effluent guideline. Initial 
applications must be filed with the 
Regional Administrator and, in those 
States that praticipate in the NPDES 
program, a copy must be sent to the 
Director of the State program. Initial 
applications to comply with 301(j) must 
include the name of the permittee, the 
permit and outfall number, the 
applicable effluent gudeline, and 
wehther the permittee is applying for the 
301(c) or 301(g) modification or both. 
Applicants interested in applying for 
both must do so in their initial 
application. For further details, see 43 
FR 40859, September 13, 1978. 

The nonconventional pollutant limited 
under BAT in this regulation is chemical 
oxygen demand (COD). No regulations 
establishing criteria for 301(c) and 301(g) 
determinations have been proposed or 
promulgated, but the Agency recently 
announced in the April 12, 1982 
Regulatory Agenda plans to propose 
such regulations by December, 1982 (47 
FR 15702). All dischargers who file an 
intital application within 270 days will 
be sent a copy of the substantive 
requirements for 301(c) and 301(g) 
determinations once they are 
promulgated. Modification 
determinations will be conidered at the 
time the NPDES permit is being 
reissued. Pretreatment standards for 
existing sources are subject to the 
“fundamentally different factors” 
variance and credits for pollutanis 
removed by POTW. (See 40 CFR 403.7, 
403.13; 43 FR 27736 (June 26, 1978)). 

Pretreatment standards for existing 
sources are subject to the 
“fundamentally different factors” 
varince and credits for pollutants 
removed by POTWs. [See 40 CFR 403.7, 
403.13; 46 FR 9404 (January 28, 1981)]. 
Pretreatment standards for new sources 
are subject only to the credits provision 
in 40 CFR 403.7 

New source performance standards 
are not subject to EPA's “fundamentally 
different factors” variance or any 
statutory or regulatory modifications. 
(See duPont v. Train, supra.) 


XVI. Relationship to NPDES Permits 


The BAT, BPT, BCT, and NSPS 
limitations in this regulation will be 
applied to individual direct discharging 
pharmaceutical plants through NPDES 
permits issued by EPA or approved state 
agencies under Section 402 of the Act. 
The preceding section of this peamble 
discussed the binding effect of these 
regulations on NPDES permits, except 
that variances and modifications are 
expressly authorized. This section 
describes several other aspects of the 
relationship between these regulations 
and NPDES permits. 

One subject that has received 
different judicial rulings is the scope of 
NPDES permit proceeding when effluent 
limitations and standards do not exist. 
Under current EPA regulations, states 
and EPA regions that issue NPDES 
permits before regulations are 
promulgated must do so on a case-by- 
case basis. This regulation provides a 
technical and legal base for new 
permits. 

Another issue is how the regulations 
effects the authority of those that issue 
NPDES permits. EPA has developed the 
limitations and standards in this 
regulation to cover the typical facility 
for this point source category. In specific 
cases, the NPDES permitting authority 
may have to establish permit limits on 
toxic pollutants that are not covered by 
this regulation. This regulation does not 
restrict the power of any permit-issuing 
authority to comply with law or any 
EPA regulation guideline, or policy. For 
example, if this regulation does not 
control a particular pollutant, the permit 
issuer may still limit the pollutant on a 
case-by-case basis, when such action 
conforms with the purposes of the Act. 
In addition, if state water quality 
standards or other provisions of State or 
Federal law require limits on pollutants 
not coverd by this regulation (or require 
more stringent limits on covered 
pollutants), the permit issuing authority 
must apply those limitations. 

One additional topic that warrants 
discussion is the operation of EPA's 
NPDES enforcement program, many 
aspects of which have been considered 
in developing these regulations. The 
Agency wishes to emphasize that, 
although the Clean Water Acct is a strict 
liability statute, the initiation of 
enforcement proceedings by EPA is 
discretionary. EPA has exercised and 
intends to exercise discretion in a 
manner that ar. and promotes 
good faith compliance efforts. 
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XVIL Small Business Administration 
Financial Assistance 

The Agency encourages small 
pharmaceutical manufacturers to use 
Small Business Administration (SBA) 
financing as needed for pollution control 
equipment. The three basic programs 
are: (1) The Guaranteed Pollution 
Control Bond Program, (2) the section 
503 Program, and (3) the Regular 
Guarantee Program. All the SBA loan 
programs are open only to businesses 
that have: (a) Net assets less than $6 
million, and (b) an average annual after- 
tax income of less than $2 million, and 
(c) fewer than 250 employees. 

The Section 503 Program, as amended 
in July 1986, allows long-term loans to 
small- and medium-sized businesses. 
These loans are made by SBA approved 
local development companies. For the 
first time, these companies are 
authorized to issue Government-backed 
debentures that are bought by the 
Federal Financing Bank, an arm of the 
U.S. Treasury. Through SBA’s Regular 
Guarantee Program, loans are made 
available by commercial banks and are 
guaranteed by the SBA. This program 
has interest rates equivalent to market 
rates. 

For additional information on the 
Regular Guarantee and section 503 
Programs contact your district or local 
SBA Office. The coordinator at SBA 
headquarters is Ms. Frances Desselle 
who may be reached at (202) 382-5373. 

For further information and specifics 
on the Guaranteed Pollution Control 
Bond Program contact: 


U.S. Small Business Administration, Office of 
Pollution Control Financing, 4040 North 
Fairfax Drive, Rosslyn, Virginia 22203, (703) 
235-2902. 


XVIII. Summary of Public Participation 


During July and August of 1980, the 
Agency circulated a draft technical 
contractor's report entitled 
“Contractor's Engineering Report for the 
Development of Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines and Standards for the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Point 
Source Category” to a number of 
interested parties, including the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturers 
Association (PMA), state water 
pollution control agencies, and some 
municipal authorities. This document 
did not include recommendations for 
effluent limitations, new source 
performance standards, or pretreatment 
standards, but rather presented a 
technical basis for the currently 
proposed regulations. A summary of the 
comments received to date and EPA's 
response are presented here. 





1. Comment: The use of means and 
medians for traditional and priority 
pollutants, respectively, is not a 


plants after biological treatment. To 
further ensure reasonable results, the 
plants contributing to the data base 
have been chosen to represent the total 
industry performance. However, no 
workable alternative short of a separate 
regulation for every plant has been 
proposed, and even here variations in 
plant operations from time to time 
would cause difficulties. A plant-by- 
plant regulation would defeat a major 
purpose of whole industry regulation, 
that of a pre-stated limitation designed 
to promote an equitable basis among 
competitors and long range planning. 

2. Comment: The inclusion of animal 
health and therapeutic feed products in 
the data base contradicts the statement 
that animal feeds which include 
pharmaceutically-active ingredients 
such as vitamins and antibiotics are 
specifically excluded from the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing category. 

Response: The exclusion referenced is 
not of the animal health products and 
therapeutic feed supplements, but rather 
of the feeds themselves to which such 
additives and supplements might be 
added. Thus, the inclusion of data on 
wastes from manufacturing of the 
pharmaceutically-active ingredients, 
such as that cited, is proper. 

3. Comment: If, as stated, verification 
data were obtained for some of the 
same plants which were included in the 
screening data, there is a danger of 
double-weighting those plants unless 
one data set is omitted. 

Response: Verification data is now 
being substituted for and supersedes 
screening data where available. An 
exception is being made in the case of 
one plant in which there were 
substantially different production modes 
at the time the two sets of data were 
obtained, leading to a decision to retain 
both and treat them as separate data 
inputs. 

4. Comment: Priority pollutants found 
in the wastewater of a multi- 
subcategory plant as the result of 
particular subcategory operations may 
be attributed also to the other 
subcategory operations conducted by 


that plant. As a result, the use of multi- 
subcategory pollutant concentration and 
loading data in each of the 
subcategories represented results in 
greater than preper weighting to multi- 
subcategory as compared to single 


subcategory plants. 
Response: There is a problem in 
interpreting the concentration and 
loading data crossing over from 
cohaaieerer ene since they 


subcategory plants. This Simi is 
caused by the difficulty in determining 
subcategory contributions of 
wastewaters in the basic data as 
obtained. As a result, the basic data on 
priority and traditional pollutants are 
more accurately interpreted when 
subcategory distinctions are eliminated. 
This is one reason why the Agency has 
ee 

e industry beyond BPT. 

5. Comment: The co-mingling of flow 
data for direct and indirect dischargers 
is questi Indirect dischargers 
(i.e., those plants discharging to POTWs) 
are much more numerous in EPA's 
collected data than direct dischargers 
(i.e., those plants discharging directly to 
the receiving waters). Because the 
indirect plants are more 
often smaller plants and because the 
flows to POTWs are often curtailed to 
reduce sewer user charges, the inclusion 
of such flews in an evaluation to be 
used as a basis of effluent guidelines 
and standards applicable to direct 
dischargers introduces an unfair bias. 
Flow data for indirect dischargers 
should be analyzed separately from flow 
data for direct dischargers. 

Response: The Agency has found that 
it is feasible to separate the flow data of 
directs from indirects in the 
development of this regulation. Cost 
data has now been developed on a 
plant-by-plant basis for each direct 
discharger based on flow data supplied 
to the Agency by the individual plant in 
the 308 data gathering effort. 

6. Comment: Standards for cyanide 
destruction by means of chlorination are 
apparently based on performance of 
such units in the electroplating industry. 
This may be seriously overestimating 
the achievable performance of the same 
technology in pharmaceutical wastes 
which have a high organic material 
content. The performance of alkaline 
pyrolysis has been demonstrated on a 
single process stream, and it is 
impossible to predict performance for 


other streams. Cyanide destruction has — 


not been demonstrated to achieve 40 
pg/] level as implied in the document. 

Response: The technical discussion in 
the development document relating to 
the electroplating industry has been 
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modified to indicate that it is intended 
for comparison only. The proposed 
cyanide limits are based on long term 
performance data from the 
pharmaceutical industry. The screening 
and verification sampling programs 
show that these limits are attainable. 
However, because these are end-of-pipe 
concentrations, they are not necessarily 
concentrations achievable directly by 
destruction systems alone. Since the 
cyanide destruction performance data is 
sparse (from only one plant for this 
industry), the Agency invites other 
pharmaceutical plants to submit long 
term performance data on cyanide 
removal. 


XIX. Solicitation of Comments 


EPA invites and encourages public 
participation in this rulemaking, The 
Agency asks that any specific 
deficiencies in the record of this 
proposal be pointed out and that 
suggested revisions or corrections be 
supported by data. 

EPA is particularly interested in 
receiving additional comments and 
information in connection with the 
following: 

(1) EPA requests comments on its 
intention to collapse the subcategory 
scheme. For the purpose of regulation 
beyond BPT, four of the five original 
subcategories are collapsed to give one 
large subcategory. The fifth subcategory, 
Pharmaceutical Research, has been 
excluded. Comments are specifically 
invited on a alternate subcategory 
scheme which separates formulation- 
only facilities from all other plants. 

The Agency is concerned that 
facilities with high raw waste loads may 
have difficulty meeting the proposed 
effluent limitations and is considering 
revising the subcategorization scheme 
for the industry to take this into account. 
Therefore, the Agency is requesting 
comments supported by data from direct 
dischargers which generate 
characteristically high raw waste loads 
of traditional pollutants (plants that 
employ A and C subcategory production 
processes); we are specifically 
interested in receiving information on 
the technical and economic 
achievability of the proposed 
limitations. Technical data should 
include a complete description of the 
treatment system in-place, long term 
influent and effluent monitoring data, 
and any process information which 
would be useful in evaluating the 
effectiveness of biological treatment as 
applied to the waste loads from these 
plants. The economic information 
should include annual, operating and 
capital costs for the treatment in-place 
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as well as cost estimates for any 
modifications or additions to this system 
that may be required to comply with the 
proposed BCT and BAT limitations. 

(2) EPA has obtained from the 
industry a substantial data base for the 
control and treatment technologies 
which serve as the basis for the 
proposed regulations. Plants which have 
not submitted data, or which have 
compiled more recent data or 
engineering studies than already 
submitted, are requested to forward 
these data to EPA. These data should 
include individual data points, not 
averages or other summary data, and 
should also include flow, production, 
and all pollutant parameters for which 
analyses were run. PLease submit any 
qualifications to the data, such as 
descriptions of facility design, operating 
procedurers, and upset problems during 
the period that the data were collected. 

(3) EPA requests that POTWs which 
receive wastewaters from 
pharmaceutical plants submit data 
which would document (a) interference 
with collection system and treatment 
plant operations; (b) permit violations; 
(c) sludge disposal difficulties; or (d) 
pass through of volatile toxic organics 
such as benzene, toluene and methylene 
chloride. 

(4) EPA requests that long term daily 
data on the performance of cyanide 
destruction systems be submitted by 
plants which may be affected by 
cyanide limitations and standards. 

(5) EPA requests long term daily data 
on the peformance of in-plant steam 
strippers be submitted by plants 
currently using this technology to enable 
us to evaluate the reliability of our 
current estimate of its capability to 
attain long term average levels of total 
volatile organics of 1.2 mg/l. 

(6) EPA requests comments and data 
concerning percent reduction 
limitations. Although the existing BPT 
regulations were promulgated in the 
form of percent reduction limitations, 
EPA is proposing concentration 
limitations in this rulemaking. The 
Agency specifically invites comments on 
the following alternative regulation 
approaches: (1) Percent reduction 
limitations, (2) percent reduction 
limitations in combination with 
minimum concentration limitations, and 
(3) sliding scale percent reduction 
limitation dependent on raw waste 
levels. All comments should be 
supported by data where possible and 
should indicate why a particular 
approach is more equitable or 
economically achievable than the 
others. 

(7) To determine the economic impact 
of this regulation, the Agency has 


calculated the cost of installing BPT, 
BCT, BA, PSES, NSPS and PSNS for the 
464 manufacturing facilities for which 
data was available. The details of the 
estimated costs and closures resulting in 
employment losses of an estimated 143 
people. The Agency invites comments 
on these analyses and projections. We 
particularly seek comments from small 
or less profitable plants. Comments 
should focus on the effects of the 
regulation on: plant closures, 
employment losses, production costs, 
the ability to finance non- 
environmental, investments, product 
prices, profitability, international 
competitiveness, and the availability of 
less costly technology. 


XX. OMB Reveiw 


This notice was submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review as required by Executive Order 
12291. Any comments from OMB to EPA 
and any EPA responses to those 
comments are available for public 
inspection through contacting the person 
listed at the begining of this notice. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 439 


Drugs, Waste treatment and disposal, 
Water pollution control. 
(Sections 301, 304, 306, 307 and 501 of the 
Clean Water Act (the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, 
33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq, as amended by the 
Clean Water Act of 1977, Pub. L. 95-217).) 
Dated November 7, 1982. 
Ann M. Gorsuch, 
Administrator 


Appendix A—Abbreviations, Acronyms, 
and Other Terms Used in this Notice 


Act—The Clean Water Act. 

Agency—The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

BAT—The best available technology 
economically achievable, applicable to 
effluent limitations to be achieved by 
July 1, 1984, for industrial discharges to 
surface waters, as defined by Section 
304(b)(2)(B) of the Act. 

BCT—The best conventional pollutant 
control technology, applicable to 
discharges of conventional pollutants 
from existing industrial point sources, as 
defined by Section 304(b)(4) of the Act. 

BMP—Best management practices, as 
defined by Section 304(e) of the Act. 

BPT—The best practicable control 
technology currently available, 
applicable to effluent limitations to be 
achieved by July 1, 1977, for industrial 
discharges to surface waters, as defined 
by Section 304(b)(1) of the Act. 

Classical Pollutants—A general term 
used to refer to the pollutants of primary 
concern before the “conventional, 
nonconventional, and toxic pollutant” 


DOS 


designations set forth in the Act as 
amended. 

Clean Water Act—The Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972 (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), as amended 
by the Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public 
Law 95-217). 

Conventional Pollutants— 
Constituents of wastewater as 
determined by Section 304{a)(4) of the 
Act, including, but not limited to, 
pollutants classified as biological 
oxygen demand, suspended solids, oil 
and grease, fecal coliform, and pH. 

Development Document— 
Development Document for Proposed 
Effluent Limitations Guidelines, New 
Source Performance Standards, and 
Pretreatment Standards for the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Point 
Source Category, prepared by the 
Effluent Guidelines Division of EPA. 

Direct Discharger—An industrial 
discharger that introduces wastewater 
to a receiving body of water or land, 
with or without treatment by the 
discharger. 

Economic Analysis—Economic 
Impact Analysis of Proposed Effluent 
Limitations, New Source Performance 
Standards, and Pretreatment Standards 
for the Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 
Point Source Category, prepared by the 
Office of Analysis and Evaluation of 
EPA. 

Effluent Limitation—A maximum 
amount (mass) per day or per unit of 
production (or per other unit) of each 
specific constituent of the effluent that is 
subject to limitation from an existing 
point source. Allowed pollutant 
discharge may be expressed as a 
concentration in milligrams per liter 
(mg/]). 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972—Public Law 92- 
500, which provides the legal authority 
for current EPA water pollution 
abatement projects, regulations, and 
policies. The Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act was amended further in 
1977 in legislation referred to as The 
Clean Water Act. 

Indicator Pollutants—A group of 
pollutants, including, but not limited to, 
BOD5, COD, and TSS, which can serve 
as a basis for limitations on toxic 
polutants, which in themselves are very 
difficult to monitor and expensive to 
analyze. 

Indirect Discharger—An industrial 
discharger that introduces wastewater 
to a publicly-owned collection system. 

In-plant Control Technologies— 
Controls or measures applied within the 
manufacturing process to reduce or 
eliminate pollutant and hydraulic 
loadings of raw wastewater. Typical in- 





plant control measures include chemical 
substitution, material reclamation, water 
reuse, water reduction, and process 
changes. 

New Source—Industrial facilities from 
which there is, or may be, a discharge of 
pollutants, and whose construction is 
begun after the publication of the 
proposed regulations. 

Nonconventional Pollutants— 
Parameters selected for use in 
developing effluent limitation anon 
and new source performance standard 
which have not been previously 
designated as either conventional 
pollutants or toxic pollutants. 

Non- Water Environmental Quality 
Impact—Deleterious aspects of control 
and treatment technologies applicable to 
point source category wastes, including, 
but not limited to, air polution, noise, 
radiation, sludge and solid waste 
generation, and energy usage. 

NPDES.National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System, a Federal program 
requiring industry and municipalities to 
obtain permits to discharge plant 
effluents to the nation’s water courses, 
under Section 402 of the Act. 

NSPS—New source preformance 
standards, applicable to industrial 
facilities whose construction is begun 
after the publication of the proposed 
regulations, as defined by Section 306 of 
the Act. 

Performance Standards—Performance 
standards are applicable to new 
sources, as opposed to existing sources, 
which are subject to effluent limitations. 

Point Source Category—A collection 
of industrial sources with similar 
function er product, established by 
Section 306(b)(1)(A) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended for the purpose of establishing 
Federal standards for the disposal of 
wastewater. 

Pollutant Loading—Total daily mass 
discharge of a particular pollutant 
expressed in terms of kg/day. 

POTW—Publicly owned treatment 
works, facilities that collect, treat, or 
otherwise dispose of wastewaters, 
owned and operated by a village, town, 
county, authority, or other public 
agency. \ 

Pretreatment Standard—Industrial 
wastewater effluent quality required for 
discharge to a publicly-owned treatment 
works. 

PSES—Pretreatment standards for 
existing sources of indirect discharges, 
under Section 307(b) of the Act. 

PSNS—Pretreatment standards for 
new sources of indirect discharges, 
under Section 307(b) and (c) of the Act. 

RCRA—Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (Pub. L./ 94-580) of 1976, 


Amendments to Solid Waste Disposal 
Act. 

Revised Settlement Agreement—A 
rewritten form of the Settlement 
Agreement which described provisions 
authorizing the exclusion from 
regulation, in certain instances, of toxic 
pollutants and industry nee mney 

Settlement 
entered into by EPA with the Riabeal 
Resources Defense Council and other 
evnironmental groups and approved by 
the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia on June 7, 1976. One of the 
principal provisions of the Settlement 
Agreement was to direct EPA to 
consider an extended list of 65 classes 
of pollutants in 21 industrial categories, 
including miscellaneous chemicals of 
which pharmaceutical manufacturing is 
a part, in the development of effluent 
limitations guidelines and new source 
performance standards. 

SJC—Standard Industrial 
Classification, a numerical 
categorization scheme used by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce to denote 
segments of industry. 

Toxic Pollutants—All compounds 
specifically named or referred to in the 
Settlement Agreement, as well as 
recommended specific compounds 
representative of the nonspecific or 
ambiguous groups or compounds named 
in the agreement. This list of pollutants 
was developed based on the use of 
criteria such as known occurrence in 
point source effluents, in the aquatic 
environment, in fish, in drinking water, 
and through evaluations of 
carcinogenicity, other chronic toxicity, 
bioaccumulation, and persistence. 


Appendix B—Toxic Pollutants Not 
Detected in the Treated Effluents of 
Direct Dischargers 
acenaphthene 

benzidine 
1,1-dichloroethane 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 
hexachloroethane 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroethane 
bis(chloromethy]) ether * 
bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
2-chloroethyl vinyl ether 
2-chloronapthalene 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
parachlorometa cresol 
2-chlorophenol 
1,3-dichlorobenzene 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
3,3’-dichlorobenzidine 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
2,4-dichlorophenol 


* No longer on the list of priority pollutants. 
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1,2-dichloropropane 
1,3-dichloropropylene 
2,4-dinitrotoluene 
2,4-dimethyl phenol 
2,6-dinitroteluene 
1,2-diphenlhydrazine 
fluoranthene 
4-chloropheny] pheny] ether 
4-bromopheny] phenyl ether 
bis(2-chloroethoxy) methane 
methyl bromide 
bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
dichlorodifluoromethane * 
chlorodibromethane 
hexachlorobutadiene 
hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
isophorone 

naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
2-nitrophenol 
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 
N-nitrosodimethylamine 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine 
N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
pentachlorophenol 

butyl benzyl phthalate 
di-n-octyl phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate * 
benzo{a)anthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
3,4-benzofluoranthene 
benzo(k)fluoranthane 
chrysene 

acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
benzo(ghi)perylene 
fluorene 

phenanthrene 
dibenzo(a,h, anthracene 
ideno(1,2,3-C,D)}pyrene 
pyrene 

aldrin 

dieldrin 

chlorane 

4,4'-DDT 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4'-DDD 
alpha-endosulfan 
beta-endosulfan 
endosulfan sulfate 

endrin 

endrin aldehyde 
heptachlor 

heptachlor epoxide 
alpha-BHC 

beta-BHC 

gamma-BHC (lindane) 
delta-BHC 

PCB-1242 

PCB-1254 

PCB-1221 

PCB-1232 

PCB-1248 

PCB-1266 

PCB-1016 

toxaphene 

asbestos (fibrous) 
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beryllium (total) 

2,3,7,8-tetrachloro- 

dibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) 

APPENDIX C—Toxic Pollutants 
Detected in Treated Effluents of Direct 
Dischargers: (1) From a Small Number of 
Sources, (2) Detected in Only Trace 
Amounts or (3) Sufficiently Controlled 
by Existing Technologies 
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3 
3 
2 
2 
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3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
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3 
2 
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2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
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~ 


*Trichiorofluoromethane has been deleted from the list of 
toxic pollutants (see 46 FR 2264). 


Appendix D—Toxic Pollutants Not 
Detected in the Effluent of Indirect 
Dischargers 
acenaphthene 

benzidine 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
hexachlorobenzene 
1,1,2-trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane 
chloroethane 
bis(chloromethy]) ether* 
bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
2-chloroethy] vinyl ether 
2-chloronapthaiene 
2,4,6-trichlorophenol 
parachlorometa cresol 
2-chlorophenol 
1,3-dichlorobenzene 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
3,3’-dichlorobenzidine 
2,4-dichlorophenol 
1,2-dichloropropane 
1,3-dichloropropylene 
2,4-dinitrotoluene 
2,6-dinitrotoluene 
1,2-diphenlhydrazine 
fluoranthene 


*No longer on the list of priority pollutants. 


4-chloropheny] pheny] ether 
4-bromopheny] pheny] ether 
bis(2-chloroethoxy) methane 
methyl bromide 
bromoform 
dichlorobromomethane 
dichlorodifluoromethane* 
chlorodibromethane 
hexachlorobutadiene 
hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
isophorone 

naphthalene 
nitrobenzene 
4-nitrophenol 

2,4-dinitro phenol 
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 
N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
pentachlorophenol 

butyl benzyl! phthalate 
di-n-octy! phthalate 
dimethyl phthalate 
benzo(a)anthracene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
3,4-benzofluoranthene 
benzo(k)fluoranthane 
chrysene 
acenaphthylene 
anthracene 
benzo(ghi)perylene 
phenanthrene 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
ideno(1,2,3-C,D)pyrene 
pyrene 

aldrin 

dieldrin 

chlorane 

4,4’-DDT 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4’-DDD 
alpha-endosulfan 
beta-endosulfan 
endosulfan sulfate 
endrin 

endrin aldehyde 
heptachlor 

heptachlor epoxide 
aipha-BHC 

beta-BHC 

gamma-BHC (lindane) 
delta-BHC 

PCB-1242 

PCP-1254 

PCB-1221 

PCB-1232 

PCB-1248 

PCB-1260 

PCB-1016 

toxaphene 

asbestos (fibrous) 
beryllium (total) 
2,3,7,8-tetrachloro- 
dibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) 


Appendix E—Toxic Pollutants Detected 
in the Effluent of Indirect 

Whose Toxicity and Amount (Taken 
Together) Is So Insignificant as not to 
Justify Developing Pretreatment 
Regulations 

methy]! chloride 
1,2-dischlorobenzene 
2,4-dimethylphenol 

2-nitrophenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine 

phenol 

bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate 

diethyl phthalate 

fluorene 

antimony 

arsenic 

beryllium 

cadmium 

chromium 

copper 

lead 

mercury 

nickel 

selenium 

silver 

thallium 

zinc 
dichlorodifluoromethane* 
trichlorofluoromethane* 


Appendix F—Toxic Pollutants Not 
Excluded form Regulation by 
Pretreatment Standards 


cyanide 
acrolein 
acrylonitrile 
benzene 
carbon tetrachloride 
chlorobenzene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
1,1,1-trichloroethane 
1,1-dichloroethane 
chloroform 
1,1-dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene 
ethyl benzene 
methylene chloride 
bromoform 
tetrachloroethylene 
toluene 
trichloroethylene 
EPA proposes to amend 40 CFR Part 
439 to read as follows: 
1. By adding the following to the table 
of contents: 


PART 439—{AMENDED] 


* * 7 . a 


* No longer on the list of priority pollutants. 





Subpart F—Best Conventional Technology 
Limitations, Best Available Technology 
Limitations, New Source Performance 
Standards and Pretreatment Standards for 
existing and New Sources 


Sec. 

439.60 Applicability; description of the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing industry. 

439.61 Specialized definitions. 

439.62 Effluent limitations representing the 
degree of effluent reduction attainable by 
the application of the best conventional 
pollutant control technology (BCT). 

439.63 Effluent limitations representing the 
degree of effluent reduction attainable by 
the application of the best available 
technology economically achievable 
(BAT). 

439.64 Standards of performance for new 
sources (NSPS). 

439.65 Pretreatment standards for existing 
sources (PSES). 

439.66 Pretreatment cteieile for new 
sources (PSNS). 


2. By adding new § 439.12(a) (6) and 
(7) to read as follows: 


§ 439.12 Effluent limitations and - 
guidelines representing the degree of 
effluent reduction attainable by the 
application of the best practicable control 
technology currently availbale. 

(a) ee * 

(6) The maximum average of daily 
TSS values for any 30 consecutive days 
shall be.217 mg/1. 

7. The allowable effluent discharge for 
cyanide shall be a maximum for any one 
day of not more than 0.643 mg/l] and a 
maximum average of daily values for 30 
consecutive days of 0.375 mg/1. 

3. By revising § 439.22(a)(6) and 
adding a new (a)(8) to read as follows: 


439.22 Effluent limitations and guidelines 


representing the degree of effluent 
reduction attainable by the application of 
echnology 


the best practicable control t 
currently available. 

(a) e* & 

(6) The maximum average of daily 
TSS values for any 30 consecutive days 
shall be 217 mg/1 

(8) The allowable effluent discharge 
for cyanide shall be a maximum for any 
one day or 0.643 mg/] and a maximum 
average of daily values for 30 
consecituve days of 0.375 mg/1. 

4. By adding a new § 439.32(a) (7) and 
(8) to read as follows: 


§ 439.32 Effivent limitations and 
guidelines representing the degree of 
effiuent reduction attainable by the 
application of the best practicable control 
technology currently available. 

(a) ese & 

(7) The maximum average of daily 
TSS values for any 30 consecutive days 
be 217 mg/l. 
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(8) The allowable effluent discharge 
for cyanide shall be a maximum for any 
one day of 0.643 mg/l] and a maximum 
average of daily values for 30 
consecutive days of 0.375 mg/l. 

5. By revising § 439.42(a)(6) and 
adding a new (a)(8) to read as follows: 


§ 439.42 Effluent limitations and 
guidelines representing the degree of 
effluent reduction attainable by the 
application of the best practicable control 
technology currently available. 

(a) ** 

(6) The maximum average of daily 
TSS values for any 30 consecutive days 
be 217 mg/l. 


* ~ * * * 


(8) The allowable effluent discharge 
for cyanide shall be a maximum for any 
one day or 0.643 mg/] and a maximum 
average of daily values for 30 
consecutive days of 0.375 mg/1. 

6. By revising § 439.52(a)(6) to read as 
follows: 


§ 439.52 Effiuent limitations and 
guidelines representing the degree of 
effluent reduction attainable by the 
application of the best practicable control 
technology currently available. 


(a) ** 

(6) The maximum average of daily 
TSS values for any 30 consecutive days 
be 217 mg/1. 


* * * * * 


§§ 439.12, 439.22, 439.32, 439.42 and 439.52 
[Amended] 

7. By removing the undesignated 
paragraph at the beginning of §§ 439.12, 
439,22, 439.32, 439.42, and 439.52, and by 
inserting before paragraph (a) of each of 
those sections the words, “Except as 
provided in § 125.30-32,* * *” 

8. By amending §§ 439.12(a)(1), 
439.22(a)(2), 439.32(a)(2), 499.42{a)(2), 
and 439.52(a)(2) by adding the following 
language at the end of each of these 
paragraphs: 

“or 113 mg/l] daily average in any 
calendar month, whichever is less 
stringent.” 


9. By amending § § 439.12(a)(2), 
439.22(a)(3), 439.32(a)(3), 439.42(a){3), 
and 439.52(a)(3) by adding the following 
language at the end of each of these 
paragraphs; 

“or 570 mg/I1 daily average in any 
calendar month, whichever is less 
stringent.” 

10. By adding a new Subpart F as 
follows to 40 CFR Part 439 to read as 
follows: 
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Subpart F—Best Conventional 
Technology Limitations, Best Available 
Technology Limitations, New Source 
Performance Standards arid 
Pretreatment Standards for Existing 
and New Sources 


§ 439.60 Applicability: description of the 
pharmaceutical manufacturing industry. 


The provisions of this subpart are 
applicable to discharges containing 
process wastes that enter the waters of 
the United States and to introductions of 
pollutants into publicly owned treatment 
works resulting from the manufacture of 
pharmaceuticals by fermentation, 
extraction, chemical synthesis, mixing/ 
compounding and formulation 
operations. 


§439.61 Specialized definitions. 


For the purpose of this subpart except 
as provided below, the general 
definitions, abbreviations and methods 
of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part 401, 
shall apply to this subpart. 


§ 439.62 Effluent limitations representing 
the degree of effluent reduction attainable 
by the application of the best conventional 
pollutant control technology (BCT): 

(a) Except as provided in 40 CFR 
125.30-.32, any existing point source 
subject to this subpart must achieve the 
following effluent limitations 
representing the degree of effluent 
reductions attainable by the application 
of the best conventional pollutant 
control technology (BCT): 


BCT effluent limitations 


Pollutant or pollutant property 


‘Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 


(b) Dilution in order to meet the above 
effluent limitations may not be 
practiced. 


§ 439.63 Effluent limitations representing 
the degree of effluent reduction attainable 
by the application of the best available 
technology economically achievable (BAT). 
(a) Except as provided in 40 CFR 
125.30-.32, any existing point source 
subject to this subpart must achieve the 
following effluent limitations 
representing the degree of effluent 
reduction attainable by the application 
of the best available technology 
economically achievable (BAT): 








ah per liter (mg/l) 
1024 | 570 
| 0878 375 


(b) Dilution in order to meet the above 
effluent limitations may not be 
practiced. 


§439.64 Standards of performance for 
new sources (NSPS). 


(a) Any new source subject to this 
subpart must achieve the following new 
source performance standards [NSPS]: 


jx effivent limitations 


| Average of 
Pollutant or pollutant property | Maximum | daily values 


| forany? | for 30 
| day | consecutive 
| | days 


— posits 


Milligrams per liter (mg/I) 
a 
126 | 51 

853 | 

195 | 

0.643 | 

ed 


Total Cyanide . 


‘Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times. 


Dilution bin order to meet the above 
effluent limitations, may not be 
practiced. 


§ 439.65 Pretreatment standards for 
existing sources (PSES). 

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 
and 403.13, any existing source subject 
to this subpart that introduces pollutants 
into a publicly owned treatment works 
must comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and 
by July 1, 1984 achieve the following 
pretreatment standards for existing 
sources (PSES): 


Milligrams per liter (mg/ 1) 


0.643 0.375 


§ 439.66 Pretreatment standards for new 
sources (PSNS). 

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, 
any new source subject to this subpart 
that introduces pollutants into a publicly 
owned treatment works must comply 
with 40 CFR Part 403 and achieve the 
following pretreatment standards for 
new sources (PSNS): 





PSNS effluent limitations 


| Average of 

Maximum daily values 
forany1 | for 30 

day consecutive 
days 


Pollutant or pollutant property | 


ee per liter (mg/1) 


0.375 


0.643 | 


Total cyanide 
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53606 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


yment Standards 
Administration, Wage and Hour 
Division 


Minimum Wages for Federal and 
Federally Assisted Construction; 
General Wage Determination 
Decisions 


General wage determination decisions 
of the Secretary of Labor specify, in 
accordance with applicable law and on 
the basis of information available to the 
Department of Labor from its study of 
local wage conditions and from other 
sources, the basic hourly wage rates and 
fringe benefit payments which are 
determined to be prevailing for the 
described classes of laborers and 
mechanics employed on construction 
projects of the character and in the 
localities specified therein. 

The determinations in these decisions 
of such prevailing rates and fringe 
benefits have been made by authority of 
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 (including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor's 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor's Orders 12-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in these 
decisions shall, in accordance with the 
provisions of the foregoing statutes, 
constitute the minimum wages payable 
on Federal and federally assisted 
construction projects to laborers and 
mechanics of the specified classes 
engaged on contract work of the 
character and in the localities described 
therein. 

Good cause is hereby found for not 
utilizing notice and public procedure 
thereon prior to the issuance of these 
determinations as prescribed in 5 U.S.C. 
553 and not providing for delay in 
effective date as prescribed in that 
section, because the necessity to issue 
construction industry wage 


determination frequently and in large 
volume causes procedures to be 
impractical and contrary to the public 
interest. 

General wage détermination decisions 
are effective from their date of 
publication in the Federal Register 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 
Accordingly, the applicable decision 
together with any modifications issued 
subsequent to its publication date shall 
be made a part of every contract for 
performance of the described work 
within the geographic area indicated as 
required by an applicable Federal 
prevailing wage law and 29 CFR, Part 5. 
The wage rates contained therein shall 
be the minimum paid under such 
contract by contractors and 
subcontractors on the work. 


Modifications and Supersedeas 
Decisions to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions to general wage determination 
decisions are based upon information 
obtained concerning changes in 
prevailing hourly wage rates and fringe 
benefit payments since the decisions 
were issued. 

The determinations of prevailing rates 
and fringe benefits made in the 
modifications and supersedeas ~ 
decisions have been made by authority 
of the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal! statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 (including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor's 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor’s orders 13-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in foregoing 
general wage determination decisions, 
as hereby modified, and/or superseded 
shall, in accordance with the provisions 
of the foregoing statutes, constitute the 
minimum wages payable on Federal and 
federally assisted construction projects 
to laborers and mechanics of the 
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specified classes engaged in contract 
work of the character and in the 
localities described therein. 

Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions are effective from their date of 
publication in the Federal Register 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 

Any person, organization, or 
governmental agency having an interest 
in the wages determined as prevailing is 
encouraged to submit wage rate 
information for consideration by the 
Department. Further information and 
self-explanatory forms for the purpose 
of submitting this data may be obtained 
by writing to the U.S. Department of 
Labor, Employment Standards 
Administration, Wage and Hour 
Division, Office of Government Contract 
Wage Standards, Division of 
Government Contract Wage 
Determinations, Washington, D.C. 20210. 
The cause for not utilizing the 
rulemaking procedures prescribed in 5 
U.S.C. 553 has been set forth in the 
original General Determination 
Decision. 


Modifications to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


The numbers of the decisions being 
modified and their dates of publication 
in the Federal Register are listed with 
each State. 


Sept. 4, 1981. 


Oct. 9, 1981. 


Jan. 15, 1982. 


Mar. 12, 1982. 


Supersedeas Decisions to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


The numbers of the decisions being 
superseded and their dates of 
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publication in the Federal Register are 
listed with each State. Supersedeas 
decision numbers are in parentheses 
tollowing the numbers of the decisions 
being superseded. 


Idaho: 1D81-5157 (ID82-5128) 

Minnesota: 
MNB81-2044 (MN82-2064) July 17, 1981. 
MN81-2045 (MN82-2065)... . Do. 
MN81-2048 (MN82-2065) Do. 

Oklahoma: 
OK81-4051 (OK82-4063) July 10, 1981. 
OK81-4069 (OK82-4062) .. Sept. 4, 1981. 
OK81-4072 (OK82-4061)..... j Do. 


Signed at Washington, D.C. this 19th day of 
November 1982. 
Dorothy P. Come, 
Assistant Administrator Wage and Hour 
Division. 
BILLING CODE 4510-27-M 





r 
@ 
= 
° 
Zz 
~ 
3 
o 
nN 
hn 
® 
2 
& 
© 
2 
° 
Z 
> 
w 
wc 
ee 
Be 
~— 
6 
Zz 
nN 
+ 
So 
> 
— 
es 
s 
% 
om 
: 
oe 


€ dnozp 
z dnozp 


T dnozp 
*$ 3b ’€ SseUoZ 
sUOTIONAZSUOD sUTT 
szeottds etqeo 


SUB TOTIZOETR 
*¢ 3b *‘€ seUuCZ 
$2933Td 29TXUTAdS -s 
ie aes ‘eueyo12200TR 
len cians 
» ebuTzg 


€8°Z$ |L9°9TS 


euetstnoy’ *sreg 
S@TIPYD* 3S ‘przeureg’ 3s 
‘ soutuenbetd‘ueTTy’ staeg 
uosiezjer‘ uor9weD’‘ pzeb 
~o1neeg‘netTseoTed‘oppea 
@eTSsog ‘ sueeT 10‘ uoszezzor 
(Z8/ST/0T - u 
én035 /0T tezov dy) 
inozp = = ° 
gnase OSOP-Z8VI “ON NOISIOgG 


dnozp 
dnoay 
dnozp 
:*sdo jQuewdtnbe zem0g 
8 eUu0Z - SzeyQeT 
uewpunoly 
Size0TTds eTqeo 


opeizoto, 
*SeT}UNOD OTGeNd pue 01930 ‘SseUlTUY SseT 
‘SG JOQUSAON - 8TpOS Hd Lb 
~- LeTS-Z809 ‘°ON NOISIOgG 


SISEOTTICs eTqeD 
+00°Z] OL°LT SUPTOTIzO9ETT 
tSURTOTIAZOETS 79430 

?SUeTOTIO9TA 
?ZONWHO 
*do quewdtnbe’ usweutT 
t€ euoz 
tUOTZONAWSUOD sUTT 
Sre°TTds eTqeo 


BURTSTNOT‘*zeg neTseoTeD 
(Z8/L4/S = LL86T_wd Lb) 
L# “GoW 
- @20b-Z8W1 “ON NOISIDgG 


SUPTOTIZOOETI- € eUuoZ ; 

?SUBTOTIR00 

6Z°9T$lz eu0zZ-s1zex20m soaseqsy ee OS 

*ZONWHOD 
euetstnoy 

**sieqg Opped 3 2eTSsOg 

(28/L4/S - LL86T_wd Lb) 

S# “Gow 

- T20’-Z8WI “ON NOISIOgG 


PURTSTNOT eptTmeze3gs 
(28/S/TT - TZ2v0S wa Ld) 


T# “Gow 
€SOv-Z8VT “ON NOISIOgG 


@ GovVd NOILVOIAIGOW 


€ su0z 
zZ su0z 
T eu0z 


*XINO SeTzUNOD ‘ ony, ’27033n 
zeaueg pue soyedeazy OF IEND OIE IEP SES eee 


= . ‘euouos ‘oueTos ‘znzp equeS ‘ezeTD 
(Tt 902) alee eques ‘ooqeW ues “‘uTnbeor ues ‘oostToueld 
See , ues ‘ORTUSG UBS ‘ORZUSWeZDReS ‘19DeTd 
epeaon ‘eden ‘AazeQuOWM ‘pecozeW ‘esodtizeW 
‘uTzew ‘IPTOqUNH ‘Ope10g Ta ‘8310N Ted 
23S0D BAQUOD ‘SeAeAeTeED ‘z70peuy ‘epewelY 
(Z86T “Lz asnbnw - zz0se Yd gp). 
*a20qTa ‘eT6ea ‘seTbnog ‘zeaueg cs POW - OZIS-z8WD “ON NOISIOgG 
*y¥@eID AREeTD ‘zeptTnog ‘soyedeszy ‘swepy SLB°b |6E "0% eer see ee 
Gogh gk Hammond = 6058 te Lt al Ste [or wae 
POW - €01S-z7800 “ON NOISIOad ane thataean Veh 
7UNOD pecicH pue 2039829 PTOszseOS 
tS2OTTeIsUI TreMAad [eeas ‘s10ze1ed9 aes 
S3USTIMTITW zemog ‘sae Tbutys 
Sl9Ttd mes tszeAeTACOTA, PpoomplreH 
‘Hbutzoys T8e3Ss pue siejuedieD 
207001439 PTOFFEOS t€ eolzy 
Teeqs ‘sz0zezedo9 Aes usWASATIAPETTd 
zemog ‘sae Tbutus s3yuSt241T tw 
tszeAeTA00Td POOMpPIeH SieTta mes ‘butz0ys 
szequedze) JTee3s pue 12030029 
s€ eelv PTOZFEOS T883S 
ezUedzeD)AQUNOD Ppedi2EW {szo3er1edg aes 
S24u5TIATI IW zemog ‘szeTbutTys 
szettd aes tszeAeTA00Td PpoomprzeyR 
‘butzoys [903s pue siejzuedieD 
2030023 PpTOzzeOS tz eazy 
Tee3s {z03ez2ed9 Aes UsUISATIPSTTd 
zemog ‘szetbutys S3USTIMTTIW 
{szeAeTA00T gd POOMpleH Sie®eltd aes 
siejuedze) ¢Bbutzoys [883s pue 
tZ eeay 4039019 PTOFZBOS 
SIUSTIMTT TW Tee3s ‘z0zeIedQ mS 
siettd zemog ‘sre Tbutys 
mes ‘S5utzcys 1993S tszeAeTAcoTg poompzey 
pue 203908129 PTOssJeOS sisquedizeD 
[ee3s tpaneeer® aes oe Saas 
zemog ‘sreTouTtys ?szeQuedzeD 
tszeAeTA00Tg PoOomplzeH tebueyS 
sisquedizeD 
t[ eeayv 
tszequedteD 
Tebuey 
SO2 ey) saqey 
Ayano) 3Tzeueg| ATaznoH) 
otseg abutzg otseg *ewouos ‘utnbeor 
eS TOostoueig ues “OopUDYG ue OyUeUPIVe seun{d ‘290eTd ‘epeAeN 
‘eden ‘Aazequow ‘OOpow ‘pecrteW ‘OouTOOpUeW ‘esodtieW ‘UTIeW ‘erTepeW 
‘uessey ‘oyel ‘sbuty ‘3pTOqumy ‘uUeTD ‘ouserg ‘opezog Ta ‘2310N TON 
*e3SOD erQZUCD ‘eSNTOD ‘SereARTeD ‘933Nqg ‘AOpewy ‘eUuTdTY ‘epowRTY 
— _(zs6t_*b Atme - vSIte Ya Lb) __ 
9% "POW - ZIIS-z8VO ‘ON NOISIOgG 


eTuUsOFTTeD 


operzo[oD ‘seTjzuNnoD 

PTom pue ‘3TuMNS 
abutza *‘yaeq ‘uebiow ‘otTwezey] 
‘axel ‘uosizezzer ‘pueip ‘uTdTTS 


i 
isatzeueg 


SL8°bS| 8z*0z$ 


eTurosTTeD 

*seTzuNOD eqn,A pue 
OTOKR ‘ouumpon], ‘sezeTnyL 
*‘AQTUTAL ‘eueyoL 

*zea gns ‘sneTstueys 


T 3DWd NOILWOIAIGOW 





: 
§ 
& 
5 
8 
Z 
, 
: 
N 
z 
Z 
$ 
3 
> 
: 
3 
2 


“IW TYSUMOL USIIEM 
speoy s,e62005 Buty 
yO 3see SaT>zTUNUMOD 

BurMoTTOs ey jo 
Te pue Bunyozem ‘pret; 
-UTRTd YIION /4002g 
use19 =: Atouweu ‘AQuUnOS 
2eSrSWOS UT SeT3ITTed 
-yoOtTunu HurMoTTOy eyy 
apie : 
‘xessa jo AjunoD uing 
“TTIW JO dtysumoy ey 
ste ‘xessng pue sTz20W 
SOTPPTW ‘UOTUN JO TIY¥ 
€ @INOzZ 
SSANOZ SLHOIUMTTIIW 
8 SHOLWINSNI ‘SYILNaduYD 
(*AqunoD zeszeUlosg ‘202 
eqnoy ‘eTTTAspseuszeg 
uy UUT TITW PTO eu43 
03 yoreq ‘JZesSmzeUIODS OF 
“UT SuTT AQZuNOD sSTz10W 
ssozoe o6 8m uey2 
{dtysumoy weypuew ojuT 
euTT AjzUNOD zesreUCS 
ST4I0W MOTTOZ usy3 
AzunoD stzz0w ‘ucystTey 
O3UT ssoitoe yorq usey3 
‘QerTySNW OF AZeAZSseYyD jo 
yjazou seTtu ¢ ‘re4sSeyD 
ojut AetTtTea Buor wor 
ssoroe souey. ‘Aquno5 
Stazow ut AetTtTeA Buoy 
03 eUuTT AQuUNOOD Sey3 
sozoe AjunoD uoszejunY, 
‘QunowzTeg 02 YOTA 
“PTO 03 yOorg szequeyd 
MOTTOJ ‘uTwexyonTg 
32 eye. JesuNS 03 
eousy} worzy ISATY peeg 
2y2 OF JeATH OTeSsseg 
MOTTOZ Z0Z S3noy uUT 

| TTIW PTO av *S@TQUNOD 

| UopzejunyH pue stzz0W 
*JZesrSeWoSs jo s}1eg 

OT JNOZ 
*SANOZ SNOSYW ZNOLS 
3 SUFUALSVId ‘SNOSWW 
LNEWID *‘ SUAAVTIOING 


b aoVd NOLLWOIAIGOW 


*do youts uewpunozp 
szeottdg 
eT49eD 9 z03e10d0 
Queudtnbg ‘usweutT 
ZT SNOZz 
? (NOTLONULS| 
-NOD GvOuTIVY ONIGNTD 
-Xd) NOILONYLSNOD @NIT! 
LT @Noz 
OT INOZ 
s19z10qR1 
6 aNOoz 
'NOTLONULS 
“NOD ONIGTING ‘sHauogYT 


zt aNOz 
Tt gNoz 
$ aNnoz 
?SUS3911as 
a2TSVO 3 SNYIOIYLOSTS 
SIYSTAMTTIW 
SszozeTnNsul 3 siejquedize5) 
S aNOoz 
S3USTIMTTIN 
Szoze[Nsul 93 Sisquedse9 
» 3NOZ 
Say5TaMt Tt tw 
SIOZFeTNSUL ¥ SrzeguedIzeD 
€ SNOZ 
Zz SNOZ 
T aNnoz 
? SLHDIUMTTIW 
8% SYOLWINSNI ‘SUaLNadYYO 
Z ANOZ 
? SNOSWW 
GNOLS % SUYUILSYId ‘SNOSYW 
LNAWED ‘SUSAVTINOING 
Zz 3NOZ 
?SUSWYOM SOLSIESY 
? a ONVHD 


ASSUIC MAN ‘SAILNNOD 

NaYYvYM GNW NOINN ‘xassns 

‘LASUSWOS ‘OSIvSSVd ‘SIYYOW 

*X2SSTGGIW ‘NOGUZLNNR 

*NOSGNH ‘xassa ‘Naouga@ 
(T86T 

*6 28qG0390 - £%70S Yd 96) 
: St# “GOW 

- €SOE-TSCN “ON NOISIOgG 


a+ 
B+99°Z 
q+ 
2+59°2 
q+ 
2+99°Z 
q+ 
e+99°2Z 
q+ 
2+S9°Z 
q+ 
24+69°Z 
a+ 
e+99°2 


e+TB°2 
e+T8°Z 
e+18°Z 
e+T8°Z 
e+18°Z 


3Tjeueg 
ebutazg 


I 


I 


I 


e+Ts°z 


e+18°Z 
e+T8°Z 
e+T8 Zz 
e+T8°Z 
e+T8°Z 


¥+T8°Z 


e+T8°Z 
e+T8°Z 
e+18°Z 
e+T8°Z 
e+Ts’z 


ssvTO 
e+ts"z 
ssvTO 


SYZAING WONEL| 


III 

II 

LZ°€ + °3F S6Z 
se°zZ + “33 052 


€ 3oWd NOTLWOTAIGON 


SS°T + °33 OTZ 20@aQ 
It’t + °33 S8T 2040 
zo" + °33 OST 2040 
tare 
S5utpntout syzbuet wooq 
203 wntwead Ataznog 
I ssvio 
NOILONYLSNOD ANIYWH 
*SYOLWUadO LNAWdINOa YamMod 
IA SSWTO 
A sswID 
AI ssvToO 
III ssvio 
II ssvio 
Lz°€ “33 S67 20A0 
se°z “33 OSZ 20A0 
ss°T “33 OTZ 20A0 
Tt’t “33 S8T 20A0 
z9° “33 OST 2040 
sare 
5utpntout syzbuet wooq | 
z03 wntwezd AjTinoq § 
I ssvT' 
?NOTLONULS 
-NOD AVMHOIH GNY AAWGH 
SHOLWUadO LNAWdINOA WaAMOd 
IA ssvTO 
A ssvTO 
AI sswI> 
III sswid 
II ssvTo 
iz°€ "33 S6Z 2040 
se°z *33 0SZ 2040 
ss*T *33 OTZ 20A0 
ttt *33 S8T 70A0 
z9° + °33 OST 2040 
sqtC Butpntout syzbuet 
woog 103 umtweszd ATanog 
; I sswTo 
NOILONULSNOD ONIGTI 
tSuYOLWuadO LNAWdINOdg 


‘sauna ‘IOLsIua ‘a TEV 
(T86T 





an 
8 
° 
a 
~ 
$ 
g 
3 
5 
3 
a 
> 
3 
cf 
~ 
5 
6 
z 
5 
3 
> 
~ 
s 
: 
2 


danowS 


anousS 


anous 


L 

9 

s anous 
v 

€ anouS 
z 


dno 


T anows 
@ ANoz 
SYAATYG WonUL 


uewpunoz5 


S22ATig 
youay, 2ze66tg eury 


ueweuTT 
v ANOZ 
* (NOILONYLSNOD 
GvOuTIVY ONIGNTOXxg) 
NOILONUYLSNOD AZNIT 


3 jeueG 
ebutag 


9 3oVd NOILVOTATCOW 


S2I9YIOM 8301905 
9 SiepuelL ,Sz0103SeTd 
9 ,suoseW ‘size10qeT 

T 3NoOz 

*=NOILONULS 

“NOD ONIGTINg ‘suauodvT 


S$ 4aNOz 
b AZNOZz 
€ aNnoz 


Z 3NOZ 
?SugorIids 
@IGVD 3 SNVIOLYLOaATS 
S34S5TIAMTTTW 
SiOZe[NsuL 3 SiequUedzeD 
9 ZNOZ 
S3YSTIATTITW 
si0ze[Nsul 3 szejuedzeD 
S AINOZ 
S345TIMTTTW 
sioze[Nsul 3 srzejuedieD 
Z ANOZ 
*SHYOLWINSNI GNW 
SLHDIUMTTIN ‘SUSILNAdYYS 
€ JNOZ 
?SuawuOM) 
-OZZWUNAL GNWY SUFAVT 
AIL ‘SuauaLsvid ‘SNOS 


*Sdawuom SOLSagGsS 
sa ONWH. 


AgSUae’ MAN ‘SAILNNOD 
WaTYS GNY NVZ90 
‘adouagw ‘YaLsSANoTD 
“YUFGWND ‘AVW GdvVO ‘NaGWY 
*‘NOLONITUNG ‘OILNVTL 
(T86T 
*8Z °990 - 9¥179 Yd 9b) 
ol “dow 
- €90€-T8C2N “ON NOISIO3G 


§ 39Vd NOILWOIAIGOW 


*Xqunop 
Uebaeg UT uo WSuTTTeM 
pue TpoT 30 ybno1i0g 
pue pjTetzzep zo ARTS 
ey pue AAunoOD oTesseg 
9 ANOZ 
?SANOZ SLHOIUMTIIN 
3 SYOLVINSNI 3 YALNAdYYDS 
S2uSTIMIT TW 
Si0zeTNsul 3 SrtejUedzeD 
9 3NOZ 
tSLHOIUMTTIW *?! 
SYOLWINSNI ‘SUSLNAdUYS | 
saayv 


—_—_———— 


________ (EOS 


= €SOE-TSL2N “ON NOISIDgG71) 





Le) 
3 
= 
° 
a 
~ 
Z 
8 
o 
2 
& 
o 
> 
° 
Zz 
> 
a 
3 
fe 
~ 
S 
a 
oS 
3 
> 
~ 
5 
e 
om 
5 
Ge 


("09 uoskez5 
HuTtpn{oxe) sz9TzeTO 
[ 9u0z - suosew judUIeD 
SIYUSTAMTTITW 
uswzeATIpP 
-e8Ttd 3 sirequedize) 
tZ euoz 
tszequedze5 
S29420M sORSseqsy 
*ZONVHOD 


sexo], 
**80D OSTM 9 QUeTIey 
*TTeMyYDON‘OQUTd CTeg 
‘ueugney‘ uosuyor’ juny 
*‘pooy‘uosAe19‘ STITa 
*u0qUued’ SETTeAG‘UTTTIOD 
(Z8/S/TT - O€P0S_Yd Lp) 
caine tataatieastewsenzen nai 
- pSOb-Z8XL “ON NOISIOgG 


p dnoz5 

€ dno1zp 

z dnozp 

T dnozp :szeatzp_yonzy 
*ZONWHOD 


sexe, 
**soD ebuez0 3 uoszezzer 
(28/T/OT - SZS€b_4a Lp) 
soegrniienreessh eee 
- 9b0%-Z8XL “ON NOISIOgG 


(zepun # ZTeY 9 UZ 
‘peq 3&TZ)AeATIp yonzL 
ueuwpunor9 
ueureoumeyyorr 
(*do youta) 
ZeATIP YOnNIQ sUTT 
uewzepmod 
{(QueTeatnbe 3e9 
etod 20)*sdo -dtnbe 
Aaesay’*do 2866tp eto 
sSzeotIds etTqeo 
usweUuTT 
sUOTIONAYSUOD sUTT 


SiIs4I0M SORsSeqsy 
+a ONVHD 


sexe, ‘AjunoD eTMog 


(28/02/8 - Z22S9€_Yd Lb) 


4 Tt -cow 
patzsueal Az - @b0b-Z8XL “ON NOISIOgG 


dnoip 
dnoizp 
dno1zp 
dnozp 
dno1zp 
dnozp 
(*°OD SfzzeH 38g) sz0RUTeY 
*ZONWHO 


sexe, 
**S0OD STIICPH 9 UOZSSATED 
(28/8T/9 = 6bS9Z_uY4 Lb) 
# “GOW 
€€0b-Z8XL “ON NOISIOgG 
S3YSTIMTTIW 
SzejzuedIeD ~ Zz BUoZ 
tszequedize9 
Z 9u0Z-S7ex7I0M SsOISseqsy 
?3ONWHO 


sexoL 
**SOD ueuUusTOW 2 ITTH 
YSTTed’ TTeA105D ‘enbsog’ {T9q 
(78/8T/9 = 7SS9Z Hd Lb) 

oe Ue 

- 6200-Z8xXL “ON NOISIOaG 


SIUSTIMTTTW 
szequediea - szejuedizeD 
SIByxI0OM sojseqsy 
*ZONWHO 


sexoy ‘ARUNOD eITYOTM 

(Z8/ST/T - 2Lb2_ud Lb) 
8# “GOW 

ZO00b-Z8XL “ON NOISIOGG 


— 


S3USTIMTTTW 
szejquedized - Zz eu0Z 


?S294uedze9 
*ZJONWHO 


sexoL 

**S0OD 2STSOUM 3 ASYUSTAS 
‘ueuzeys ‘Ss 32eqoy’ TTeP 
-ueYy ‘283390qg‘weYUpTO’ 2e23 
§ =<TTY90’ e200W‘ quoosdTT 
uosuTYyo 3nY’ TT TUduwoeg ‘ AeT 
-321eH ‘ pzozsuey‘ Avip’ AeT 
-uod’YyITWS JeEq‘weTTeG 
yzz0mMsbut TTC)’ ssezpTt ty 
£01382)‘ uoSszeD‘ Huoz3sw3y 


sj] 40 «(28/6Z/T - €9vp YS Lb) 
3 O1# “GOW 
eee | = t00b-cexL “ON NOISIOIG 


6 3ovd NOILVOIAIGOW 


*sanoso AeptToy ey} YOTYUM UT yeeM OYyR UT shep 

Z 3SP8T Fe UO Y¥IOM AOZ STQGeTTeAe St 120 syi0mM seAOTduUISe Sy ZeYQ UOTZTPUCD 
ey3 uo (Sutuzow ey} sy20mM seAoTdue ey peptaoizd) uocouzeRze eAg seu 
=-38TayD pue ‘Aeptag poop ‘skeptjtoH Teuosze- 7 ‘Aeqg soTastusy ‘Aeq uotdeTgZ 
TeTzueptseag ‘Aepyzatg s,uczbutysem sntd -. “"-“wW3u ‘¢skeprion pted 


*Ked uotzeoea owt? 3yHte173s Jo 

Sinoy S9T 9ATSSeT TTTM ey szow 320 s2zeeh ct ‘Aed uoTQeSeA OuTQ QUbTeIQs JO 
SANOY NOT PATS9EZ TITM OY SoTAZeS JO szeeA g ueYyR-SseT 3nq s1zeek € 103 
tKhed uotzeoeaA owT3 QyubtTez3zs sanoy 9¢ SATEDe1 TTeYs e3ep Aresr0ATUUR STY 
03 zoTad aea4 e uty3te shep 96 1203 Aed eatesex 10 payi0m sey oym seAoTduy 


*spung uotTsueg 03 seXtoTdwe aed yeem zed 00°ES$ seanqrzquOD szeAOTdug 


*spung 
@2eZTOM pue YITeeM 03 setoTdwe zed yoor z0d oSs*sps SeanqrzqUCD zaAoTdug 


?SALONLOOA 


(Gd, INOD) 


= €90€-T8L2N “ON NOISIOgG 


4 3oVd NOILVOIZIGON 





@ 
oO 
= 
° 
Z 
~ 
é 
© 
nN 
® 
2 
E 
5 
o 
a 
> 
Oo 
= 
ty 
~ 
Zz 
N 
7 
3 
> 
~ 
S 
é 
m% 
: 


butTueeTo $6°2 = § su0Zg 
weeys {1teeqs ‘Aeads oe°z p aUu0CZ 
azedey, T1eMhaq 09°T € sucg 
ysnag st*ts Z au0g 
t{ eeay (e3e" sUu0ozZ 03 
?SUaLINIvd ppe) Tey7UseIezz71q sUOZ 
€ eeay € dno1z9 
Z eeay z dnoip 
T Peay T dnoip 
:Te3nQ09NI13g tT euoz tT eeay 
{6uposaozutey ‘Tejueweur9p ?SNOSWN INIWAD 
* SUANMOMNOUT € dnoip 
p Peay z dno1ip 
€ eelyv T dnoip 
Z eeav " $€ auog 
T eeayv € dnoizp 
{sugizviIl z dno1zp 
szedteqy Azeuotqeqoid T dnoap 
siedtegq tZ euog 
soTueyoon € dno1zp 
tZ eeay z dnozp 
szedtey Azeuotzeqo34g T dnoip 
siedtexn tT euog 
sotueyson tZ eeay 
tt eeay ¢ dno1p 
tSYOLONYLSNOD YOLVAATa » dnoip 
sisottds eTqed € dnoip 
suetToTuyoas z dnoap 
{sueltot130eTa T dnoip 
t€ every tT] weay 
szecttds etqed ?SUTLNIdYVD 
SueToOTIzOETR 9 eelv 
tZ eeayv eoayv 
sasottds etqeod eelayv 
sueqtoT1390eTR eal 
tT eeayv eoayv 
?SNVIODINLOSIS ealayv 
SL°T = € BU0Z *SUaLLaS ATGUWW pue 
OS*T$ - Z su0Zg ‘SNOSYWENOLS ‘SUSAVTINOING 
2 (9384 T eUoCZ 03 Z eeayv 
pepe) TeT_UeIezz1G sUOCZ T eeayv 
z dnoip *SuguvnuaTIog 
T dnoap z eeav 
tT euoz tz eely T eeav 
(P,3405) *SNOSYW LNAWaD ?SYaWUOM SOLSAESY 


ISI}; Oud 
ebutz4 
s300fo14 
Aemy6tH pue Aaeoy ¢(set3096 » ButpntTouT pue oj dn sjuewj3ede pue sawoy 
ATywez eTbuys spntouy you seop) s3zoafoi1d BurpTind +yYOM dO NOILdINDSaG 
€ZZ0S Yd 9b UT *TS6ET ‘6 39Q0390 pazeP LSTS-T8GI “ON UO}s}oaq sepasiodng 
wot WOT TGNMd JO e3eq +aLva 8Z1S-Z8Q1 ‘*YsaWNN NOISIOIG 
@ptMe3e3s *SaLLNNOD oyepl + taLvLs 


NOISIOa’G svacasuadnAs 


sueToTuyosL 
sSURTOTIZ00TA 
tT eeay 
2 SUeTOTI300 


SSTaUNOD 933Td pue ereIQOTN 
‘etuezrey ‘usysop ‘eszeau0D 
‘ 


(euTyoew 
z0 puey) 6Surizn3xe3 
pue butystutz ‘buydez 
tS2OTTe3sUI TTeMArG 
sizeXeTHOTZ 
sebueyo 


e@butzg 


(Z861_‘€ 2equiejdes - 4 
€# “POW - TZTS-Z8iN “ON NOISIOdd 


€ dnozp 
z dnoz5 
T dnozp - Zz suoczg 
z dnoz5 
IT dnozp - [T euog 
:*sdo quewdtnbe xzemM0g 
Z eu0z 
T suog 
tszeqqtzedtd 3 szequnTd 
Z eu0oZ - szez7eRSeTd 
szeyzeT 
» dnozp 
€ dnozp 
z dnozp 
T dnozp - Zz ouog 
:sz2910Ge7T 


(d, INOS) t? “dow 


= bSOb-Z8XL “ON NOISIQRG 


6 doVd NOILVOIAIGOW 





dno15 
dno15 
dno1p 
dno35 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
tT] euoz tT essay 
*SUSAING WOnL 
Sc°T = € BU0Z 
OSs*TS = Z eucz 
2(@3eu T eU0Z 03 
Ppe) TeyIUsIezZZIq BuCZ 
OT dnoip 
dnoip 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno15 
dno1p 
dno15 
dnoip 
dno1p 
dno1p 
t[ euoz tz eeay 
SO°€ = § au0Z 
os*z? = » au0cZ 
SL4°T = € BUcZ 
Sz°T$ - Z au0cz 
(a3eu T eUuoZ O03 
ppe) Tey3QUeIezz71q sUOZ 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno1p 
dno15 
dno15 
dnoip 
dno1p 
tT] euoz tT easy 


ANMOMFTNHOrFaqn 


” 
s 
2 
Za 
~ 
3 
8 

o 
2 

E 

o 

8 
A 

o 
F= 
Gy 
~ 

° 
Z 
tS 
a 
3 
> 
~ 
: 
: 
fe 


SL°b au0z 

os’*€ auoz 

SL°z au0Zg 

00°zs eu0z 

(23ey T eu0zZ 03 ppe) 
®}3U9I9331q euoz - T vaUV 

uewpuno15 


303e298dQ9 Quewdtnbg euTT 


ueweastAzeg 
quowdinbg eutT 


dous eseg 


Ken-jo-3y6ta 
yueyoow juewdtnbg eutT 


ueweutTT 


sizeottds etTqeo 
tZ eely 


4 dno1ip 
«9 dnoip 
¢ dno19 
p dno1p 
s€ dnoip ‘. 
z dnoip 


Tt dnoip 
tT euoz tT eely 
tNOILONULSNOD ANIT 
SL°T = € 9U0Z 
OS*T$ - Z aucZ 
(a3eu T su0Z 03 
ppe) TeT3uUeI7ezZz1q sUoZ 
OT dnozp 
6 dnoip 
@ dnoip 
L dnoip 
(p,3U0D) T euoz *Z eal 
(p,3u0D) *suauogvT 


82TS-z78qI °ON NOISIOaG 


3Tzeueg 
abutizd 


9 dno15 
s dno1p 
p dnoip 
€ dno1p 
z dno1p 
Tt dno19p 
tT euozg 
tZ eeay 
S6°z 3u0Z 
oe°z auo0z 
o9°T au0zZ 
ST°TS = Z u0Z 
tno AemyStH pue Aaeoy 
OJ e384 T BU0Z O03 PPY 
= T&T3USI9zIZIG UCT 
p dnoip 
€ dno3ap 
z dnoip 
Tt dno1p 
:Aemy6tH pue Aaeag 
‘BuIpIing = [T euoz 
tT] Peay 
*Ssuguogvt 
$103e70d0 
quowdtnbg 32eM0dg 
siequntd 
$1910qe7 
tT eeay 
?NOILONULSNOD 
GJdVOSGNVT pue NOILVOINYI 
9 eely 
eelyv 
ealyv 
eel1v 
eelyv 
eelyv 
'sugLLas 
IL pue SYaWuOM OZZvuNaL 
SUYALLIA Ya TANIUdS 
€ eeayv 
Z eelyv 
T eeav 
*SugAV1 YOOTd LAOS 


€ eezy 
Z eeay 
T very 
*SUAWUOM IWLAW LAagHS 
€ ee1y 
s3°0npo1d 
yo3td pue 32e3 Teo 
y3T* BbuTy30M s1z9azCOYN 
uaweTI3ey% pue SsIazOOY 
t% easy 
T eeav 
’suad0o0¥8 
Z eely 
T eesay 
*Ssugannid 
T eeay 
*SUSGNaL ,SUausLsvId 
Z easy’ 
T eeav 
* SuauaLsw1d 
Tee3s ‘6urysetTa pues 
keads 
Siedey pue szejuTed 
23093 8Z uey? 930u 
eToyumop 30 ‘3ybyey 
UT °33 8Z 1840 420M 
Tee3s ‘Surqseta pues 
Keads 
siedey pue szequTed 
te0ez3ns 3eyQ 
JO °33 BZ UTYITM 470M 
tp Poly 
siedel pue szejuTed 
s¢ eely 
siedey pue siequted 
tZ eeay 
bel uo syuey ‘setTdeeyg 
syoe3g ‘sizemoy t‘ebpyt3q 
faserTqpues ‘oT3seuwnzt¢d 
,0€ 27200 4204 
y6ty 30 e6e3g Buyas 
(p,3U0D) *T eelv 
(p,2U0D) #SUaLNIVd 


8Z1S-z8ar “ON NOISIOGG 





n 
8 
S 
Zz 
— 
: 
§ 

o 
5 

> 

So 
Zz 

> 

o 
= 
bh 
— 

S 
Zz 
nS 
7 
> 
> 
=! 
s 
$ 
m 
: 


$103901g euTYyoeW pue squbraMTTIw 3s dnoap 
(TeTIaAIeW pPazOSO3IO) AeATAPSTId +p dnoap 
TeTzezewW pezee29 ATAeTIWIS 310 pej0s0—aI79 
*pezzeys ‘peuing uo buyyI0M srzaquedizeD fuew woos :¢ dnorp 
303e198dQ [TOOL 
6uyyIAOMpoom szemog Aaeuozz_eAS f42eTTA MES fsIzeATAPEeTId +Z dnoip 
sieyzey ‘szequediaep +1 dnoip 


; SeTIUNOD suOYsoUS pue ’e010q ZaN 
*symaT ‘yeqe] ‘teusjooy {¢(TeTTeIed YI9p 943 JO Y3320U) AQuUNOD 
OyepI {SeyQUNOD sezeMIeaTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘zouuog ‘YyemousG tT eealy 


* SUS.LNAdUYD 


SETIUNOD JeMOd pue ‘epreuO ‘uUTTHUeIZ ‘*NOqr3eD {(AOOZHDeTA JO ARTD 
242 30 Y3no0s) AjuNOD weybuTg ‘sezTQuNOD eyYeT yzeag pue yOouUeG +9 PBely 
SeTRUNOD UOJeL 

pue ‘uostpew ‘tTywey ‘uoszezzer ‘quowazg ‘3299SND ‘yIeTD *3339ng 
*@TITAeuuog {(300799eTE JO ARZTD JO YRI0U) AQuNOD weybutTg +g early 
SETIUNOD STTeI UTAL pue 
*exOPTUTW ‘UTOOUTT ‘ewozer ‘BuTpooh ‘eTSseD ‘sewed ‘eutetTq ‘Pp eery 
Set3zuNoD uozbutysem pue ‘“AaTTeA 
*aq90Aeq ‘aaytmo ‘wep ‘az0wTa ‘uoKued ‘astog ‘swepy ‘epy ‘f€ eely 
S8TQUNOD 9520q ZeN pue ‘STMeT ‘YeReT ‘OURPI ‘303eMI2PaTD *Z Cozy 
S®TIUNOD euCYysoYUS pue ‘TeUuSsz00y ‘Azepunog ‘zeuUu0g ‘Yemaueg tT eely 


*SUALLES AIGUVW Pue *SNOSYWANOLS ‘SuaAVTIWOIUG 


SetTQuNOD Bututewsay +7 every 
SETRIUNOD sUOYsSOYS pUe ‘393eq ZeN ‘STMeT 
*yeqey ‘yeusjooy ‘oyepr ‘sze3emzeeTD ‘Azepunog ‘zeuu0g ‘Yyemoueg tT ee3y 


’ SUaNWWAATION 


set3unoD BututTewey +7 eely 
P S2TIUNOD suUOYsOYS pue ‘aD1eq ZaN ‘ eUaIOCOY 
‘stmey ‘yeje] ‘oyepr ‘aze3emzeeTD ‘Azepunog ‘zeuuog ‘yemoueg :T ealy 


*SUAWUOM SOLSAESY 


SNOILdI¥Ssaqd dnoud pue wauv 


Keq ,sue2930AQ pue 

tXeq sew3yst3zy> ‘6urartb6syuey, 1093e Aeptaa ‘4eq Bbuyatosyueqy, 

tKeq 1zoqey theq eouspuedepur ‘Aeqg Tetlrowew ‘Aeqg s,31ea% MON 
tsARPTION PTed 3ubte oste ‘Aed yRtm uoTReORA ,SH9eM Z |AeY TTeYS 
aeah euo jo poyjed e 3103 pakotdwa uaeq aney oum saadotdug TIv 
Aeq sew3stsy> pue ‘burat6syuey, 3seqze Aeptaa 

tKeq Buyaybsyuey, ‘Aeq aoqey tAeq souapusdepur ‘Aeq Tey} 10WEW 
tKheq 8,284 men <ssheprioH pted uares *31pei1D Aegd uoy eoRA 

S@ aoTAJes ,szeak ¢ 02 ,SyQUOW 9 303 a3e1 ATANOY STseq JO %9 


faoyaias ,sieahk ¢ 103 a3e1 ATanoy o1seq Jo ¥g SaINqT33U0D aakoydug +e 
* SALON.LOOd 


TequeprouT st BurpTem YyoTYyA o3 


uoyzesedo Buyw3zojied 93e35 303 paqy3ose3d a3e32 ay eATeDey + SUaCTIM 


¢ e6eg 8ZTS-Z8QI °ON NOISIOIG 


ANMEANOFrAn 


so°e 
o6°s - 
SL°T 
Sz°ts - 
(e3eu T 
ppe) TetQUezIezz;IG sUog 
eT dnoip 
€T dnoip 
P,2U0D) tT sucZ - T eel1y 


(p,32U0D) *SUYaAIUG WONUL 
313 9u0g v 
ebutza 


8ZIS-z8aI “ON NOISIOgG 





” 
8 
= 
° 
a 
~~ 
5 
§ 
he 
® 
2 
E 
> 
° 
za 
> 
wo 
= 
<> 
_— 
3 
Zz 
tS 
+ 
s 
> 
— 
: 
% 
: 


SO2TQUNOD STTed UAL PUe *UOJ2L ‘39mM0g ‘epreUD 
*@XOPTUIW ‘UOSTPeW ‘UTOOUTT ‘TYWeT ‘owoIar ‘uOSIez30Lr ¢ (SSTTa 
30 43tD B42 JO SZTWTT UuIeISea BYyQ YbNOIY4Q YANOS pUe YyIQI0U 
Buyuuns sutT e& worz Q3ed uJayse9) AQjuNOD BbuTpoOD ‘satquNOD 
quowe7g pue “uTTyUeIT ‘3a9SND ‘yHIeTD ‘essed ‘noqy3zeD ‘sewed 
#a23Ng ‘STT}Aeuuog ‘auteTg ‘weyburg ‘aye7 3zeaq ‘yOouUeG ty eelyY 
SeTQIUNOD UO IbuTYSeM pUue 
*Kettea ’aq3ehkeg ‘aayhmo £(A431D ATA JO SATWTT YyQI0U eYy3 ybno3y3 
380m pue ysee Bbuyuunz surT e wo2j3 33ed YyANos ayy) AQuNOD 
oyepr {(sstta JO A315 ay JO S3twTT ure3See ay YbnoI743 Y3NOs 
pue y3z0u buyuunz PUTT e worz ‘32ed ysam ay3) AqunoD Burpoop 
{seTQUNOD WeH pue ‘szouTT ‘ucKUeD ‘astog ‘suwepy ‘epy ‘:¢ eely¥ 
SeTQIUNOD SsuoYysoYsS pue ‘Teusj0Oy ‘Azepunog ‘zeuu0g :Z ealy¥ 
SOTIUNOD 9919d ZEN pue ‘StmaT ‘yejeT {(AQTD XTa JO 
SITWIT YQI0U ayQ YSnoI43 Asem puke Asee butuUNIA oUTT eB woz ‘318d 
y3z0u e843) AjunoD OYepI ‘sez3QuNOD 3ze_ZeMIeaTD pur YeMoueg :T eelY 
*SugzIZvwid 


SeTQUNOD uo WburYyseM 
pue “AetTrea “tyweT ‘swepy ydeoxe ‘setqunoD burutewey :z eazy 
SeTIUNOD suOCYsoYS pue /3852eq ZEN ‘StmeT ‘YyeQeT 
*yeusqooy ‘oyRpl ‘Jza3eMIeaTD ‘Azepunog ‘z9UuU0g ‘YemMoueg :T ealy 
7SYOLONULSNOD YOLVAR Ia 


SetjunoD Bututewey t¢ earzy 
Set3uNOD uo zburysem pue ‘AaTTeA 
#a390Aeg ‘aaykno ‘wan ‘arzowtTga ‘uodkued ‘astog ‘swepy ‘epy :z eely 
SSTIUNOD euOCYsoYS pue ‘a030g ZEN ‘StMeT ‘YeReT 
*yeuszooy ‘oyepl ‘zezeMIeeTD ‘Azepunog ‘aeuuog ‘Yyemaueq :T eely 
SSNVIOIYLOGTa 


(zaketT 200TZ uoyz3QTs0d 
“woD pue a3tuny {303e298dQ JepuTInN 3eMCg £3103e19dQ TeMoIL 19M0d 
WIOM BR9IDUOD AOTOD TIw ‘{zewwey-ysng pue BurddtyD aemog tATu 
SOySTUTZ Tesmn_oaQTYOIe 30Z 83aI5DU0D jo BuryseTqpues ‘!103e108dO9 
peeaizos edAQ aeTywTs pue szozeIqIA UOSyoeL {3103e298d0 peel9g 
edd3 zeTywrs pue AreTD {(satxode jusuoduos omz ‘uot TsOd 

“WOS ST3sew puke OZZe1793 ‘ezTseubew) uoseW queuleaD +z dnoz5 


(sTeTze3eW JeTIWTS 310 TeasoI0YZ YITM a3aI29U05 jo BurTjoo1d193emM 
£UOTIONIZSUOD BRaI9DU0D ’*938 ‘SproA TTe BburTtTtz pue bur66nta 
sooaqug Bbutpntouy 83825u05 TTe jo Buryoed Arq ‘suyd peels 
burpntTouy Bbuy33e8 peez5g ‘fuoT3ONIASUOD a3a29U0D TTe jo 
burquted pue bur3no316 seddé3 tty ‘6uryojed pue Burddyyo 
puey 02 payzWwTT ou 3nq Burpntouy) uosew jueweg :1{ dnorpH 


TeTTesed YIOP BY2 JO YYNos AQuNOD CYePI pue setTquNOD Buyuyewsay +z e224 
PTozzeO8 
®@ uo STOO} 3zeM0d jo Bur3e2ad9 ‘a3a1DU05 AyTsuap-ySTYy JO 
STey3aQ9eW STxOQ Jo buyddryD 30 burysnag ‘burput3y z¢ dnorzH 
‘ (p,32u0D) tT eezy 
2 (P,2U05)  tSNOSYWW LINZWID 
(P,3U05) SNOILdIUDSIG dNoud pue vauyv 


4 a6eg 8ZTS-z8aI °ON NOISIOIG 


S29} IeOG 
fsoutTyoew Bbuy3T9eq pue ‘sauTYyoeW Butppow ‘s3zeoTa TeUTpNa 
-tbuoy ‘s3eotg edé3-AseTD Jo buy ze3zadg ‘u3z9a33ed aayQeI090Ep 
303 But1200s pue squtof uotsuedxe 303 But33Nn> pue Bbuyaes 
@3219U0D !ySsTUTJ 3103 a3e6a166e jo Bursodxe pue soysyzuyz 
Tean_odaqTYOIe 303 BuryseTqpues TTy ‘uewoTZZoN szyuUND tung 
6burddty> ‘2ewwey Burysng ‘szeput3D 3aemMod TTy ‘eseq eprsz0TYyo 
=-1xO 30 saseq Axode y3zIM TeTIe3eW JO Teueb103 ‘a31soubew 
Jo BurTemozy, £203e3edQ auTYyoreW BbuyTemolay Jemog +Z dno 


@3a29U09 jo Buryo3ed 03 10730 szTOQG-sYs pue set, deug jo 
Teaowsy faseq eutyoew jo Buryoed Aap pue but3noID fuo;RQeD 
-ttdde atey3 pue spunodwod buy3nd pue sieTees ‘szeuep2' 
jO uot eOTTdde |ayQ 3103 @3aI19U0D Jo uOoTIeIedeI1q {s3QUTO! 
uoTsuedxe jo BuryTNes ey pue szuTOf ey Jo BbuyyTNeS J03 
83820U0D TTe jo uoTZeIed|aIg {sWI0OJ YyTeMEepTS pue 320399Nb 
pue qino ‘swiog peers ‘spee19g 30 bur33eg ‘buryszuzZ 
a@3e6e166e pasodxe tty ‘burqqny yoes ‘burqqny ‘buzuoys 
*Butyo3ed ‘buytemoay ‘buy3eotTa ‘Suydwey ‘burppoy *{ dnoizp 


SdTIUNOD sUCYsoYS pue ‘38070q Zen 

*‘stmey ‘yeje] ‘Teusj00y {(TeTTeIed YI9p e4Y2 JO Y320U) AQuNOD 
OYyePl {seTQUNOD 3ezeMIveTD pue ‘Arepunog ‘2euuog ‘YyemMeUSG tT esl¥ 
*SNOSYW LNEWZD 


ueW woog 
S$ ,UPWISATIPSTId £31039012g auTYyoRW pue sQYybyAMTTIN +¢ dnozpD 
aepesz4uL 
SIld OTQZeWOINY fszepTINg 32e4M pUe UeWabpt3g fueWIsZATID 
-8Ttd {$103e20d9 suTyoem AzeuoTzeIS 439TTa MeS +z dnorD 
s19yze7] {TeTIeZeEW TROoTASNOOY {3103e9;Tddy 
Tresfaq tsaetbuzys ‘s1zeheq socoTg tsaequedaep :{ dnorp 
¢ t€ euoZg 


ueyw woog 
S$ ,UsWISATIPSTITd £203902g suTYoeW pue SqYySTIMTTIN *€ dnoID 
aepeezyL 
@Ttd OTzewoyny f{szepTing 332e4ymM pue UewebpT3g ‘ueWIeATID 
<-8TTd $303e3edQ eutyoeW AzeuouTIeIS f3eTTA MES 27 dnoID 
siayzey fTeyse7eW TeoTysNooy {103e9;Tddy 
Tteskaq tszetbuyys és1zehe7 soopg ‘saequedsaeg s{ dno1mp 
*Z aug 


‘ : ueyW woog 
S,UsUIIATIPST}d $303991g suTYyoeW pur SzybyIMTTIN +€ dnoID 
zepes274L 
@Tld OfQeuo ny fszepTing 332eymM pue uewebpt3g fusewIeATIp 
-8[ld $303e3a8d9 autyoew Azeuot3ze3S f3JeTTa MeS +7 dnoID 
s1ayze] {TeT3e3eW TeDTySsNODy {303e5;Tddy 
tresk1q ts1zetbuzys ‘szehe7q soopg ‘ssequedzey :T mage 
st 


(TeTTeIaea YIOP BYR JO YINOS) AQuNOD OYyepI pue sayjuNOD Bburuyewsy 27 C8IV 
(p,2u0D) *SuaLNaduvo 


(P,2U05) SNOILdINDSad dnoUS pue Wauv 
9 e6edg 8ZTS-z8aI °ON NOISIOS’G 





n 
: 
~ 
: 
§ 
3 
g 
8 
Z 
> 
= 
_ ee 
~ 
S 
a 
tS 
wv 
3 
> 
~ 
i 
: 


SeTIUNOD SuCYsoYS pue ’85D190g ZaN ‘STMaT 

*yejeqT ‘teusj0oy ¢(TeTTe2ed YI9h BYR 30 YQI0U) AQUNOD OUePT 

{sayqunod sazeMieeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘azeuuog ‘yemauegG :T eazy 
SNOILONYLSNOD AdVYOSGNWT PUe NOILVOINUL 


setqunoD 
zeMod pue ‘epreuo “uyTyUeIZ “noqrzeD ¢£(3003;x95eTA JO ARTD yg 
3O y3nos) AQunod weybuyg fsetqunoD eye] aeeg pue yOouURG :9 Realy 
SdTIUNOD Uo{eL 

pue ‘uostpew ‘Tywe] ‘uoszezzer ‘Quowelg ‘383SND ‘yIeTD ‘339QNng 
*aTTtaeuuog {(3003x99eTA JO ARTD BYR JO YRI0U) AQuNOD weybutTg tg eeay 
SeTRIUNOD STTeA UTAL pue 
*BYOPTUTW ‘UTOOUTT ‘aworzer ‘ButpooD ‘etssep ‘sewed ‘auTeTg tp eazy 
SeTIUNOD uoZbuTYsem pue “AaTTeA 

*‘aaqekeg ‘eeykmo ‘wep ‘azowta ‘uohkued ‘estog ‘swepy ‘epy :¢ eeay 
S8TIUNOD 8D39q ZeN pue ‘SstTmeT ‘YyeRQeT ‘OuRPI ‘393eMIF=TD 32 eOIly 
SeTQZUNOD suCYysoYS pue ‘tTeuszoOy ‘Arepunog ‘zseuucg ‘yemoueg i] eeay 


'SUALLES ATIL Pue SYAAYOM OZZVUUsL 


Set juno) uozburysem 

pue ‘AaTTeA ‘a93e4eg ‘aseykmo £(AR3D ATR JO S2TWIT YZI0U 943 
y6no2y3 38am pue ysee Buyuunz eutTt e worz ‘3ied yynos 343) AQunog 
ouepr ¢(ssttTa@ Jo AqtD 942 JO S3TWTT UIe3ysee SYR YSnoI43 YQnos 

pue yzz0u Bbutuuns autT e wo1z ‘32ed ysem vy3) AjunoD Butpoog 
{seTQUNOD We Ppue ‘ai0WTT ‘uohued ‘estog ‘swepy ‘epy ‘:¢ eelay 
S®TJUNOD suoysoys pue ‘Teus}OCOy “Azepunog ‘Jeuu0g ‘Yyemousg iz eaay 
SOTIUNOD 8539d ZeN puke ‘SstmeT ‘YyeQeT 

£(A31D ATT JO SZTWTT YQI0U BYR Ybn0143 YsemM pue Yeee BusUUNI sUTT 
®@ worz 33ed yQ20u 843) A3zuMoD oyepr fAqun0D JejeMIeaTD, :T early 


*SUAAVI YOOTA LAOS 


SetQuNoD Bburutewsey +¢ easy 

SeTQUNOD UuCZbuTYSeM pue *ASTTeA ‘STTed UTAL 

*a3304eq ‘aaykao ‘exoptutIW “UTOOUTT ‘aworzer ‘oyepI ‘BuTpooy ‘wep 
‘aiowld ‘eyssep ‘uodued ‘sewed ‘astog ‘euteta ‘swepy ‘epy :z eely 
S@TQUNOD SsuCYsOYspue ‘901d ZeN ‘stMaT 

*yezeT ‘Teusqooy ‘zeqjemzeeTD ‘Azepunog ‘zeuu0g ‘yemausg :T eeay 


*SUAWYUOM ‘IVLEW LaaHS 


SeTRIUNOD UoIeL 
pue ‘JeM0g ‘epteuO ‘UOSTpeW ‘UOSIezzZEe£ ‘QUOWeIZ ‘UTTYURAZ “yIeTD 
*nogyszeD /839NG ‘eTTTAeuUuOg ‘weybuTg ‘exe7 zeeq ‘yOOuUUReg t¢ ee1y 
SeTQUNOD UCZbUTSYyeM pue ‘sTTea UTML “AOTTeA 

*0990Aeg‘ aaykmg ‘uToouTT ‘t4ywey ‘awoszer ¢ (@aTTTAebueIryD jo 4319 
®42 4ybno1y3 3sem pue ysee Butuunz eurT e Jo y3nos) ARuNoD oYepL 
fseyQuUNOD Burpoop pue ‘wag ‘aizowTg ‘183SND ‘uotuRD ‘sewed ‘astog 
£(32ed uzeyj30u) AqunoD autetg fsatqunoD swepy pue epy :z eely 
S8TQUNOD suUOYsoYS pue /38018q ZeN ‘STMaT 

‘yee ‘fteusjooy {(TaTTesed 49h B43 JO YII0U) AQuNOD oYepL 
fS9yTQUNOD JezeMIeeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘3euuog ‘YyYeMoUsG :T edI¥ 


*$uga00¥ 
(P.340D) SNOILdIuDSaa vauV 


8ZTS-Z78GI ‘ON NOISIOgG 


T2eTTesed 49H BYR JO YIQNOS SeTQUNOD 
9039q ZON pue OCYepl GurpnTouy saetjuNOD buturewsy %Z esl1y 

AqunoD suoysoys ¢ (TeTTe3:e4d 

u29p 243 JO YQI0U) AQuNOD 3919q ZaN ‘saTQUNOD StTHe7 pue 

*yezeT ‘yeuszooy {(TeTTeIed 4YI9pP BYR JO YRZ20U) AQuNOD oYyepT 
{seqQuNOD JezeMIzeeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘JouUOg ‘YeMOUSgG tT Pel 
*Suganntid 


SeTRUNOD suUOCYsOYS pue ’e570q ZON STMOT 

*yege] ‘Teusz0oy {(TeTTeIed YI9p~ BY JO YQ20U) AQuNOD oYRpT 

f{seTQUNOD 3e_eMIeEeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘z9UUOg “YyeMoUeg 27 vel¥ 
'SURGNaL ,SUaUaLSV Id 


set3uNOD Butuyewey %7 every 

SeTAUNOD SuCYsSoUS pUe ’aD10q ZeN ‘sTMeT ‘YejQeT 
*yeue_ooy ‘OYRPI ‘aeReMIReTD ‘Azepunog ‘JeuUOg ‘YyemMeusg tT BOI¥ 
* SugUugLsvid 


SOTIUNOD STTeA UTAL pue *uozIeL *IJEeMOE 

‘epTeuO ‘RXOPTUTW “UOSTPeW ‘UTOOUTT ‘TYWeT ‘eworer ‘uOSsIezzZeLr 

£(sstta JO A3TD 842 JO SITWTT UIeRZSee OYQ YbNOIyR YINOS pUe YyQI0U 

6urtuunz suTT @ Worz ‘32ed ysee |8y3) AQuNOD Butpoon fsezqunoD 

quowerzg pue “‘UTTYUeIg ’389SND “yYIeTD ‘essed ‘noqr3zeD ‘sewueD 
*aqQng ‘eTTTAeuu0g ‘euTeTg ‘weyburg ‘exye] zeeq ‘yOouuRG tp eely¥ 
(aay owom °*3W) A3QuNOD sz0owTa ¢t¢ eely¥ 

SeTQUNOD uoZbuTYysem pue ‘AsTTeA ‘eq3eK4eq “aeytag 

£(AatdD ATA JO SITWIT YII0U eY4Q Ybnozy43 ASEM pue Asee GuyuUNZ 

aUTT B woz ’32ed YQNos ay43) ARuNOD OCYepI 4 (sstta JO AITD 943 JO 

S}JWIT Usagsee ay YySno743 YINOS puUe YQI0U BuyUUNI sUTT & wWoIZ 

#32ed 38am 043) Ajun0D Butpooy ‘A3un0D wep { (gay swoH *3{W 3deoxe) 
AqunoD ezowTg ‘satqunoD uodued pue ‘estog ‘suwepy ‘epy *Z eely 

SeTIUNOD suCYsOoYS pue 

4a010q ZeN ‘STMOT ‘YeReT ‘teUe}OOY 4(ARZTD ATA JO SITWIT YRI0U 943 

ybnory3 3se% pue ysee Buyuunz suTT e& wosz ‘32ed YyRI30U 3eY43) &qunop 
oyepl {seTQuNOD 3e_ZeMIeeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘zeuuog ‘yemoueG *T tl 

?Sug.Ln 


aust 
@TTTASUOGGTD-29S729M 843 JO YINCS pezedOT SaTQUNOD UOWZUTYSeM PU 
Aattea ‘swepy JO suot3z10d asoy3 pue satqunoD burureway t€ eel¥ 
GUT STTTASUCGGTD-3aST2EM B42 JO Y2ZIOU P2zOOT 
SeTQUNOD UCzZbuTYySsemM pue ‘AaTTeA ‘swepy jo suoyj30d ayuL *7 eez¥ 
SeTIUNOD sUCYSOYS PUe ‘2010 ZEN ‘STMeT ‘YeQeT ‘TeEUeICON ‘OyePL 
{s@TQuNOD 3ezeMIeeTD pue ‘Arepunog ‘zeuuog ‘yemaueG +1 e38I¥ 
? SUSJYNOMNOUT 


(P,3U0D) SNOILdIuDsaa vauv 
@ e6eg @ZTS-zeaqI °ON NOISIOgG 





” 
8 
° 
A 
— 
S 
& 
be 
5 
E 
® 
> 
° 
= 
> 
wo 
= 
fis 
— 
6 
Zz 
i 
+ 
3 
> 
— 
8 
2 
ma 
5 
g 


(.8 2240) 
2038IQTA $S394%10M UOSSTeD 30/pue BurTttds ‘sze6bny pue siaepeds 


£$203900 TT}10 ‘usewTeeyIs fuewIrequT, ‘usweUTYoeW fsaeUuUTW %0T dnoID 
JaAOW PUe 3933ag WIO™ +6 dnoID 


BuebttIng faayonW fuewexye3g {(,p% UeYQ SsseT) 
z07eI3qQTA fuewdung ‘zeddtn ¢zepuezZyoNYD ‘uewpunogqey :g dnorp 


waom ONNOUSuTzaNn 


uewzepmog +4 dnoip 


7BAO 10 ,€ Burze2 
,Sromn_Zoeznuew YIM STTTIG uo SISTTT3IG ‘STTt3q puowetq +9 dno1p 


uewetZzzon eqtuuny fzeyOeYD epezyH !TTT1q ucbem ‘faetTeosybtH tg dnozp 


AspusL STTL-OzZze1z1sy ¢ (93925uU09) 
wepuey, uosen ¢2epuay 329SeTd {3epusl uoseW {2zaetz3eD poH tp dnoip 


JOTTeASULT Ueg TeIeW f3exyONG pUe AeTTeY Jequty !(19A0 pue 
abv) 2zoQzeIqQTA £(29939N6 pue qind ‘Aemytby) 3833e5 w1og £°538 ‘s3203 
-OR82, uepze5 Burytem ‘sze661tq eTOH 3Ss0d ‘SiseyoueIL ‘SI®TTTL oW0Y 

se yons ‘seutyoew paptn6 puey {383399 SsTOyUeW {(ejTUND) ueWUNDS 
{Butaed ja0date ‘2093eg w3i0g ‘buryseTad pues ‘izedwey, yseTTeq OF13 
-oeTg ‘1edwey, pazemod euttosey ‘zeyey 3Teudsy ‘zepuaL uewsepmMog 

{zayeeig Butaed faewweyyoer fuossted 3ty ee1g {sauTT 303eM pue 
sweqshs azeTyuTIds ‘abeuteiap ‘zemes Gutpntout ‘aeAetedta :¢ dnorp 


JOJTUOCW OTTNeapAH {maID dwng 3yno03IH pue 939 290duINg 

£(,% wey SsseT) rzoJZeAQTA {(aRaIDUOD 43833ND UexaID) UeWeTZZzON 

ze3em pue 3aty ‘ueweTZZON wWesys ‘uewdung ‘juewedS BuTTpuey ‘uew 
“TeubIs t1zefmeg a3829u0D f3epuael 3Od sey ‘rzeddeimadtg ‘iepuey, uew 
-8TZZ0N a3TUuND ‘sizedwey arty ‘zepuaL, JeT{t3IGg ‘aepueL_ yonyD +z dnorpH 


ueW Wooy TOO] !szedeospuey] ‘abeates ‘uotzttTowegd !TeoTueYySew 30 
Tenuew ‘uewzare7] !zaueeTD sj3zed pue Azeutyoew { (sayoztp uedo uz) 
Burzoysg pue Burqqtjad fjzepuay, yeysnzDd {!(sasyzew Aem-jJo-Ry6r2 pue 
s3sod eptn6 ‘sysod sSuei2azjea2 ‘sTtTe31 uetpaw ‘stTrez p3yenb ‘saouaz 
JO UOT}0AI8 pue VOTIeTTeYSUT BY SapNToUT) TeoTUeYoeW JO TenUeW 
*JaTTeAsSUI pue 3039839 soUeZ !(pacdeTd puey) ueW dey dry ‘a3ar9U0D 
Bbutinodss {MozzeqTeeyM. 3eM0g ‘uewYybteM pue Jepeaids {383395 IayOYD 
szedwnge eyeqyg {Jaepuay, 2zeQeaH f3aepuey, seddoy ‘3e30qe7 3Teydsy ‘{3ep 
“ua, JeQuedzeD {maID Burand a3a15u0D {maID ayarDU0D !3eddyz313g 
w3iog ‘6utpez6 pue buyaeetTS ‘sadoTs ‘siai0qey] TezsueH +{ dnorp 


(TeTTesed YI9P BYI JO YQnos) AjuNOD OYepI pue satqunoD buyuyewsay 
(2 vauv) sugayoavT 


Tt a6eg 8Z1S-z78GI ‘ON NOISIOaG 


OTJewoRNe 30 Tenuew ‘OT299eTe ‘3epTem {(anoy sed 
TeEUCTITPPe S$Z°O$ *SaATSDe2) UPWIEePMOd ‘{s3RzeYS PU SesTezI UO 3103e70dg 
weeg Jese] ‘JeUTW 3Je4S PUe ssTey {sqsew TeNP YIM STIT3IG ty dnozp 


Tie ‘s1z0ReIqTA t3zeddeamedtga {(s9dwey ‘seTTeIW 
“UI 2939W JO @aATeA *32020NS ‘JeyDer ‘IaebHbTy ‘UeWIeQIOW ‘JeQUTOS ‘Uew 
-IPTTOD ‘aayTNeD ‘uewdo, buty30M sapntout) azeAeTedtq {£398A0 pue *sqT 06 
‘jayeo1g Juswereg {(@TZZON ASeTQpues ‘pat Tedoid-izemod ‘autTyorn yseTa 
3ef ‘*SQT 00ZT 2940 ‘ueweTzzoN BbUTQSeTG 3ef SepnNToUT) uUewWeTZZON 
{29XTW 32e330W ‘6uTQUNOW JeTIWTS 30 yOrIQ ATe ‘3103e298d0 103 70H 
{sTeuunz uo 3103e3edO weeg JeSe] pue *'833719U0D 103 UPWeTZZON ’JEuUTH 
£(TO2QUOD UOTIeASTY_ pue Ssiayoe9yD epe3H SepNtouT) 303e20ed0 weag 
jase] t1etT12eD pow ‘aeTeos ybtH {(eTzzou pue eutTyoew jo uoT3eIedo0 
SepNTouT) a3tuny {(yBry *33 OF BeAOge TOI}RUOD sUINZ 310 SyOUS IOZ 
Sy0eR3S 3397190U00 buTpuezs-3013 uo BuTyI0M UsYyM SIBI0GeT sepnToUT) 
YORIS O39790U0D {3eTTeg pue 30OReI70dO9 MES UTeYD f3Te e833 ‘320420% 
uossteD ! (patTtTedoid-zemod ‘autryoew ysn3q dn-uee{tsS jurtof uoT3oOnI348 
-uod TX3UOZTIOY SepNToUT) SuTYoRW YSNIg fTT}3Iqg yoeRIL Atw +E dnozw 


uaATIp-zamMod ‘moz7eqTeeyM fzeUuTT edtq 303em ‘sTTt3q uObem 

{z03e10d9 1z2e66ny ‘eseumeys ‘Jeyouezy, { (szedweqz 3zeTTwITs pue xessg 
‘oo1eg JO uot ze1edo sapntout) sedwey ‘1zsepeeidg pue zeppoy fo73Qem 
-neud ‘otTz30eTe ‘seb ‘103e1ad9 TOOL 32emMog £103e1Eed9 ABBbng 3emog t30ep 
-Ue]l UewIePMO, {JapuaeL yog fuOTIOeS-TR TMU ‘seAeTEedtTgd {329ATND TeIew 
pezebniiz0o ‘zeAeTedtd !*sqT 06 Jepun ‘szeyeaIg QueweAeg ‘weeqs 30 3Te 
‘zazem ‘ueweTZZON !(aTZZOU 83815-MOTJ pue ezeenbs sepntout) ueweTZzo_ 
£17093eS WI0g pue JORVeIQCTA ‘JseystuT, ‘ueweyerg {303e7ed9 JSewweYyYyoRL 
{[aaeT Butsn rzeySaeyD eperzy ‘Buraed ‘309305 w30g ! (suTYoeW UOT ITSOd 
pue eaow 03 parztnbez ueym) Jsepuey AeTTT3q ‘TeoTueYyoeu-uoU ‘Uew 

-81Td 30g edog ‘yDI0L uoTzITTOWsq ‘buryTem ‘meg a32829U0D !2epUuey 
2eysTuTZ Jyuswed ‘6uyyTem ‘zeTTON 3aTeydsy ‘3zeyey ateyudsy +z dnorp 


2BUPsTD MOpUTM fueW QUTOd 

-TTeM f3epeoyT yonzL ¢(puey Aq) seTTed pue 3zeyoOngG Jzequty ‘ (eTzZzou 
393em4) uewasoyuTTeL ¢(sean3zon323s jo Butpeotun pue Bburyoel ‘burz0ys 
‘Butqqt3® ‘uotqesedeid ‘uot3zepunoz Bbur3jezedes sapntTout) 3eaow Teszng 
-oni3Sg ‘zedunge ayeys fueweTeds {13938938 IO PooM ‘303981g pTOJJeoS fuew 
-aSOUuTTeL aseTqpues ‘uew deidty ‘zeddtn pue ‘etTjuewstp pue ATquesse 
‘adtd BbBut3nqta3stp Burpntout ‘uewmazD 93e25dung pue uewdung ‘uewAezD 
e39790U0D ‘buebrTIng ‘zepuaeL JepeayH suTYoeW 3NO0ID {3e3J0QeT Te198UeD 
{7a49e3S ‘Jepeaz euTYyoew ButueeTD w3aog { (szexzew Aem-j3O-3y6t2 pue 
s3sod uBts ‘s3sod ssuszej3e1 pue sprn6 ‘sttez paen6 sapntour) 3039074 
aoueg fuewdung ¢(TeTze3ewW TTe Jo ebeates pue buyyoe2m ‘burpeoy 
*‘Butuing ‘dn-ueat>s sepntout) uot zrTToweq ‘zepeeg seysnad ‘uewyleubrg 
@3eI9DU0D {(1eTTeEUS pue SsyoUT 9 - SUTYOeW JeTIWIS 30 B3eI19ezZeenbs 

JO STZZON 943 BSut{puey ‘6urtTeubts ‘auTYyoeW 93029duNng ‘spuNnod 

-wod HuTIND a3aI9U0D jo uoTReOTTdde ‘uoTIONIAASUOD W303 dITs UO 

syoef Buy3ezedo puey ‘sw10z jo BbBurddy323s sapntoutT) uewMsID 33039 
-U0D {JeTpueH QueweD {Jepuay, Jequed3zeD ‘3zepeeg bow ysn3ag :{ dnozp 


uot onaysuoD Aemy6tq pue Aaeog ‘Sutprtyng 
S8TIUNOD suOCYsoYS DUR ‘3010q ZON 
‘stmay ‘yeze] ‘Teuszooy {(TeTTeIed YS BYy3 JO YQI0U) AQuNOD 
oyepl ‘sayjunoD 3ze3eMIeaTD pue ‘Arepunog ‘Jzeuuog ‘Yyenousg 
(tl wauv) sugzuogvT 


OT 2604 8ZTS-z78GI “ON NOISIOgG 





(31qQ ‘UT g aepUN “TTTIGd UOTIeTNDIqTD 


@S29A0y) TTT3IG wNndea { (buTusazDS-982 YRTM) peayuany {(ARTOedes yRAdeqg 


°23 4 aepun) seutyoew butyouaay, feutyoeW azaueTda pue 193ea eoezans 
$203e20d9 peeiog { (szuewyoeg3e 3NOYITm IO YaATM L/Y) SIOPPTAS pe3at3 


-Jaqqny ‘(suo 000’T Jepun) sasautbug juetd uoT3esebt3ajyey ¢ (a3a29U00 
30 3TeYdse) Siepnayx_ qind 3o eved $(L/a *spA » adpuN ‘pug 3uU0I2g puR 
PpesyzerO) SrepeoT £(3STOH AJaMOL 10 SUNIp s10U 30 Z) 34STOH ‘3JaTTO puc 


n 
8 
= 
° 
Zz 
wa 
5 
& 
3 
E 
@ 
> 
° 
Zz 
> 
ow 
= 
to 
_ 
6 
Zz 
i 
st 
o 
> 
: 
om 
‘ 
fae 


Jeseea16 ‘uewadtazeg quewdinbg ‘(puowerq 310 xATeD ‘38205 ‘uINYyd) STIt2g 


{(2eTTWIS pue UeWITYM ’e3079-dung ‘a3019-mMoTgA ‘a3019-azaenbs) sdung 


@3aI5DU0D ¢{ (squawYyoRZze pue [TOI3ed 1030W) 3JOReI9d0 epeTg +H dno1D 


zoze31Eed9 pesyuIny, ‘autyoew Bburystutg eszsaerzy ! (109eAROKeIL 

pue jueTeatnbe 20 9-q 03) 3039081, ‘auTYoeW rzepeeids ‘(1eTIWTs 30 

H 8 d) 2@ZzITtqQe3s [TOS #(3ef 30 3NOCID) dung ‘young Jo sab Ny sto, 
380q feutTyoew. Butyonw ‘eTTqowrzextW ‘3ossezdwoD pue 3extTW UOTJeUTG 
“WOOD e3TUND {(dT3130eTe ‘Tesetp) szeeuTbuy juetTd iozeIeUED ¢ (1eTTWIS 
30 swepy ‘Jowng) iepeoy edA3 aepeip BbBurjzeseTg {(37eTTWIS 30 suseI5 
zeqieg ‘pttong) Jepeoy ed43-319q BburqesetgA ‘azseutbug yOaq ¢ (euTT 
-adtd) eutyoew Butdog pue ButueeTD ‘(euez5 ynoyytTm) szeddtyD ¢! (a3eI0 
-uoS) suTYyoeW SutuTT Teued ‘(zeTtwIs 30 meutbes ‘audem) 32933Nn5 dung 
¢(zetTtwts 30 Aor ‘azayseqm Azzend) (330 4.8 JepuN y902) euTYyoeW Burz0og 
{(y32zR8) eutyceW Buyz0g feutyoew Bbutpueg ¢{(saeTTWIS 310 Ted0y) JepeoT 
318q@ ‘3eTIWIs 30 yORd azemod y3tM Sr0AaAUOD 03019-3T9aqg ! (83a 70U09) 
atun eTburs ‘1z03e7edQ xXtIW 38M PUue QUReTd Yojeg {(3eTIWIS pUe pUeT 
“8A8TD) SISTTTZxOeA 4 (Suz O00’T 3840) 3OReIEedOD JSTTTUD pue juUeTd 
uoTzesebyIzey Queqstssy {(swnzp ezow Jo Zz) yoOnNAL ewelg-y +¢€ dno1p 


zozeiz9edo rzeb6ny ¢ (soyyoeg Adeoxe ‘squowyoejze y3TM L/e edé4Q w1ez) 
zozoeIL {(ATUO golf uot_ZONIzAAZsSUOD UO JeTTWTS pue ssoy) Abbngq eTppe13g 
{(pettedoid-jtes) xog aepeeidgs {(e3ea29U09) eutyoew Burang Aeadg 
{wooig Jemod !(3JeTTWIS pue JouweYy-eIpAq) aayeaIg QuswaAeg ¢ (383019 
-uod ‘atTqeziod) yextw ‘3eOoTa Teutpnztbuoy { (si0Aaauod pue s1i0jeAaeTA 
3e@49ng) sepeoyT fwnip eTbuys ‘ystoH {(euttedtd) syonaz urp fseTyu 
*=TS pue 3JTT-e1pAW ‘3eHOeZS JsqUINT 30 3317 y10g {(pezeyzTbe seMod) 
$30q edog ‘sTetiejzeW SurystoH 10zeAeTA ‘uewsasasey 3so3yngtTIzASTq ¢ (4nd 
@Tdr3TNw) Mes a3a1DU0D {(1aM0d 513393Te 30 TesetTp ‘seb ‘aizow 10 Z 


#3840 1O WID 000°Z) szosseidwod ‘50H AueweD {(QUeWeD) 30RzeI1ad0 IJeMOTE_ 


fautyoew Burustuta 3Teq ‘aedeaosg Arzeuotze3s 10 Aetbeq ¢ (3 Teydse) 
zextwbnd 10 uewert” ‘JoReIedO YUeTd JUeASTSSY {(SUO3 000‘T aepunN) 
WUeTd uoTzerebyazey queyjstssy {(wnap-eTburs) yonay ewerzg-y +z dno1ip 


eutTyoem BbBurptem f{zeueeTD weeys fepetTq eTqe2z 

-edo y3tM 3ezog Aq pettind uaym 3ydeoxe (103e1qTA BuTZORdWOD JO ABT TW 
“1S pue e1aeq uyor ‘eased ‘adéj wiez) apeibqns uo saddq [Te ‘s1zeTToY 
fuewdung ‘eutyoew ButyOnNW ‘JapueyL eTQeD pue AeTIO {3eTIO ‘ueweTZZoN 
*J@4YOTOW ‘Jepees-o1pAH {*q*H ‘3ePTEM IO OTUeYoeW ‘JepUuay !1axDaYD 
eperp fiepusL Je_;eeH pue UeWeIT, ‘JepuaL s,JeTTTIq ‘pueyyoeq { (Teo; 
-UueYyoeuw) Jepeeg Jeysnid {(1eMO0d Dt33DaTe JO Tasatp ‘seb ‘wad 000'Z 
aapun) siossaidwod ‘auyyoew Bbuypeezy, y1og ‘saeput3y 34q zt dnoap 


SeTIUNOCD suoYsOYS pue ‘3530q ZON 
*stmal ‘yejgeT ‘teusqooy {(TaTTezed yy9p ayy JO Yy3320U) AquNOD 
Oyepl *saTQuNOD JeAeMJeaTD pue ‘Araecpunog ‘jzsuuog ‘Yyemouaeg 
(Tt Wauv) SYOLWYadO LNAWdINOa YaMOd 


eT o6ea @Z1S-78QI "ON NOISTDa0 


auexods quTod pues outjol0 
uozSTMaT borttey @ueTY.d 32ne0D 


SINIOd asva 


doys jueuewzed s,1eX40Tdw2 yo 3no Buyy20M Usym pred sy 9382 T ANOZ 


SntTpea seTTw OS 37840 *¢ ANOZ 
sntpez settw 0S 02 SE *h ANOZ 
sntpe2 seTyw SE 03 OZ *€ ANOZ 

sntpezi set 02 03 —€ 2 FNOZ 

MOTEQ P®ISTT S®PTIID 242 

JO Jaque TeoTyde260e6 ay worz sMtpezr seTtw € 03 0 tT ANOZ 


SNOILINI4ad ANOZ 
({e13UeIazZ1Gq SuoZ ON) AINO ALWY T ANOZ eAtTese7 9 pur E SdNOUDSs 


ueuwpuno315 *4 dnorp 

(aaddtyd) ueupuno3z5 peay +9 dno1p 

ueW zowweyyoer ‘uewIepMod ‘uUeUpUN0ID peesH *g dnoID 
uew quowdtnbg eur +p dnoip 

Jowuy3L ser, *%*¢ dnozp 


JOPTOM UeUseUTT P2T3T3199 
‘uew quowdtnbg out Aaeay *zaXkeads ato ‘ueweuyy *Z dno 


zakeidg etod uewpeel ‘aaottTds atqea *T dnorzp 


SeT3UNOD sauOYsoYS pure x520q ZEN ‘STMOT ‘YRQeT 
4yeuaeqooy ‘oyepl ‘3203eM7e9eTD *‘Azepunog ‘zeuuog ‘yeaoueg 
(tI Wauv) NOILONYLSNOD 3NIT 


Zt e6ed 8ZIS-Z8GI “ON NOISIDad 





: 
= 
g 
§ 
5 
5 
2 
3 
a 
= 
g 
: 


sp2eh op BurpntouT pue 03 *2eTTWIS pur PT TON” 

*‘sTIndeusnoy ¢303e328d9 suTYoeW JewWTIL $(sUozZ O00‘T 32240) 103e20d9 
Weld vot Iezaby ajay fsquawyoerje Tye Burpntout ‘adAq saetmeIad ’3030 
“B1L ¢{(*spA S¢€ Surpntout pue 03 *pA [{) sautTbe3q pue stTesoyusg 3zaMmog 
{ze90utTbug saATIpattd {209e37edO AUReTd azeaI9U0D YoIeqG-13TNHW ! (punos6 
=Japun) sutyoem BbuyyonW faeptem 30 StueYysew Agng Aneay f1edooog 
Burzyacy {(*spAé ¢ Bbutpntout pue oF pt % 2940) seuTYyoeM 3eT Tu 

“38 pue siapeoyT peayzeAg pue pug yuoIg {(seTIWIS pue UOTZeTNOITD 
@s39Aey SsUTqgoYN) (sayouT g azepuN tq) Juewdinbg Bburttt3aq !3203e2 
-3do y913229q {303e2Eed0 JURTd JaysNID {suoz OS BuTpNToUT pue o3 dn 
*seueig {390eg WIO" AITS 33e29U0D 4 (TOI23ed 3030MW) 103eI2E8d0 apeTA 
faojeizedo quetd 31eudsy ‘perttedosd-jtes ‘sianeq ateydsy :9 dnoip 


(ATuo 
30ef01g weg U03eL) 303e29dQg SUTTRTEeq UOTRQe3S eTdI3aTNW ‘3epe26 
“ns $pe2t3-2Eqqn1 ‘2eppTys !2eTIO SdTAIES { (qUueWeAed adAq-yByY 
Butystutz) 32eTTON peoy {103e38d9 AueTd UOTRZeIeby330y £09919-dung 
$p3ze4 [ Jepun ‘seuttTbe3qg pue stTesoys izeMod !103e2ad9 Young 1q 
zabny STOH 380d !(5117998Te ‘Tasaetp) o;ueYysew ‘10Q9eI3ad9 QUeTd 
JozerauEey ssepeoy BurzeaeTga prtong !303e1ed9 4eperH Burjesetg 
¢(Tenp) azaeaed peoy 23219U0D {103e7edD AUeTd 93829U09 *¢ dnolD 


siepeeids yreudsy f1eTrwts pue 
JoqzoeduoDd szeucb6em ’sutyoew Butyoueay ‘sutyoew Burustutg ee7eA 
“sueiz, ‘esoyxoed Bursn ‘paizzt3q-azeqqna ‘3030e1, ‘eutTyseW sepesjzdg 
saTIqowsaxtW ‘euTYoeW JeOT”, TeutTpnytbuoy ‘!ssaeuzbug aAt {OWoD07 
szeumey-eipAky ‘dung 3n019 ¢{ (perzt93-3eqqna) (*spA » BurpntouT pue 
03 dn) seuTyoem JeTIWIs pue SszepRroy pesy3z9eAO pur pug yuo’ 
{puowetq 30 xATeD ‘3305 ‘uanNYyd ‘esTtt3adq !(pequnow 10392233) 

(40g ‘2ze3sew Azzend) (4902 30 y32ee) suTYyoeW Butiz0g +p dnorp 


(2am0d aatjOW Jo sseTp3e6a1) 

J@TTON peow {4 (sz0faau0d ’303eAeTRZ 39x9Nq) Arepeoy szeMog ! (puno7r6 
=2epun) 3eTTO { (6urystoy ueym) AeTTWIS pue 33TT 410g - 33TTeIpAH 
£3STOH J@MOL 20 SsUNIp B10W 3O Z ‘3STOH ‘ (petTtTedozd-jTtes) suryorn 
Jepeezds dry ‘(punorz6zepun) saapuay, atqea ‘eutyoew Sbutystuta 
2T29q feAtQOWOSOT TeuUNy A10Q3eq {(sqol uoTIONIAASUOD UO 19034Shg 
*azeyszzeDy ssoy ‘saueID YStTpeMs ‘3311 erzpAH) yOnaL ewerg-y *¢ dnorp 


sjusuyoez3e Butsn edéQ-w3ez 

PeITI-TEqQqQNI ‘J0R5DRIL ‘auTYoeW BuranDd Aeads {103e19d0 peaIzdg 30 
xog ‘zaxtwbing *Y (juewdrnba jo adatd'etbuts) aeTIo ‘pejunow-pryg 
*#303e198d9 JORTUOW STTNeApAW ‘wnap eTbuts - 4sSTOH f1epueL JeptTomM 
20 JapuaL Stueydaw Ajng AaeoaR ‘TTe = uewszty {303e1A8d9 euTYyoRM 
JoepesIyUL 1993S TTT3IG fuewIeASeT JORNGTIASTq {!(z9M0d BAT3}0W Jo 
ssetTpzeba2z) Buryotnw 30 Burmoszey - Butostq 43n5 eTdrqatnw ‘aes 
839I9U0D {1JaxXTW 33e79U0D ‘HoH YuseWeD ‘woo1g £!103e198d9 aUTYoRN 
JoepesryL 3TOG 4 (Quewad) 3oRZeIaedQg JaMOTA ‘3JaepUTIN ata ‘AOog TTEeG 
f203e29d9 QueTd UoTJeIebT3zey 3TeYydsy ‘szossaadugn 3Atw +z dnorp 


uewdung feuetTd puey f3apual, ze3eaH fszaxDaYD epeIy ‘s3epuaeL TT}30 
{pueyyoeg {(TeoTueYyoew) Jzepeeg 3ueTd Jeysn3Dg ‘uewexye3g 1 dnorp 


(TeTTeEIed YI9p B43 JO YINOS) AQUNOD OYePT pue seTqUNOD buTUTeWsY 
(Z Wauv) SYOLWEadO INAWdINOT waMod 


ST e604 8ZIS-Z80I “ON NOISIOaG 


2OTTd I93dooTTO8HR 
{(2@00 pue *spA OT ‘pue-3u024 pue Ppeey3z8A0) SieproT ¢ (29M03 
pue [}e2 ‘HurqwrT2 TTe pue ‘Jaao pue SsuoR ¢g) SeuezD tg dnoID 


Tte ‘speayzewwey pue sfketztuM 

$(z@a0 pue spied €) stesoug {(siaderz5s aiow 30 388743 4TH euroue 
aTdr3tnw) sizedezsg pezt3-zeqqny :(*spé oT 03 “spk g 1aA0 ‘pUe 
-juoIg pue pesyz9A0O) siepeoT {(1eTTWTSs 10 zedooos Bbutayecy Buratoa 
-31 saeibap 09¢) szapeol ‘(edA3 pueTTOH) 3129q Sur3zeaeTa {(1eAa0 

pue *spA ¢) seuttbe3aq ‘(3zeaA0 pue suo $9) Ssbetjzt3S pue sxoTIzJEqg 
£(su0o3 $8 03 ‘suo z Sp 3eAC) SeUeID {(1840 pue “sph €) J03e7edD 
TTeuswetod ‘szo03zezedg Aemetqea {(32800 pue *spdA ¢€) Ssoyyosegd *4 dno1Ip 


(zas0 pue uydep *33 74) seUutTYyoem Sutyouezy 
#(19A0 pue queTeatnbe pue 9-q) si030e7L {(*spA € Japun) sTeaaoyg 
{sjade29s om uyta seutbue eTdtatnw ‘jaedezog pe213-298qqny fesn 
UT 83eW dTe@H JO TINMd YSNg {(JeTIWTS PUR PZ SL ‘PITONa) Jedeszos 
auo y3zTM JemMod autbue-etTdr3ztnw ‘zadezog partz-zeqqny ¢ (zeae 
pue ‘spd of) azedezos euo y3zIM 3oJOW SUC ‘3zedeI5g p|ait3-rz9qqny 
{(2eTTWTS pue $2 SL ‘pttong) jedezos euo 431m JemMod sutbue~-13,nw 
*sizede139S$ paat3-zeqqny {(°spA of Japun ‘zedezo9s auO Yy3ztM 3030M auO) 
Sladezog paatz-iJeqqnyu {(jueweaed Buyystutz) uew2eTToOy ‘3ueudynbe 
JETTWTS JO yOeI3-PRENO ‘apeTq aTburs yy stun 1zezZoOg atdt3 
-tow ‘(*spA @ Sutpntouy *spA & ‘peayzaAg pue Pua-QU0I1g) 30382 
-adg Jepeol ‘iaptem *a°H ‘oTueyoaw *G°H £203900 TItI3q 4 (°SspA € 
Japun) seuy{be3q {103e2adQg AUeTd HuyueeIdg puke eTzZzz3IN *JeYySsNID 
(suo Sp BuTpnyouT ‘suoz ¢z 3eA0) saUeID f2aened Wo, AITS 33025 
-uo9d {(*spk ¢€ Japun) 303e29d9 TTeYysweTD !(seyozedstp) 3eTTOIQUOD 
Aematqes { (apts) s3e&D woog ‘303e38d0 Jeog { (STQZeWoOINe se paesn 
uasym ILTIWIS PpUue day “IWD ‘OTZeWORINY) (dozJenTq pue YystTUTZ) sepeTa 
{(p B5utpntouT pue z ‘sqtun aTdt3ynw) 3203e2ed0 XTW 3eM PUR YyoReg 
{(satun p 2840) Quetd yo3eg 4(*spA ¢€ 03 “pA 1) Saoyxyoem ¢(a7ta 
apei5 uo zeTTWIS pue UssueH “YN ‘Oa ‘aper603Ny) (srewTIL pue 
Se4y3TG) szepeib-qng OT3ewWoyNY !303e39d09 juUeTd 3TeYydsy *9 dnoI9 


(2eTTWTS 320 speoyrsowwey ‘autTTYybtH ‘shoTITYyYm) vuewTeubrs ¢ (3900 pue 
suo} 000’T) aeeutT6ug QUeTd uot Ie1961339N S(peTeesoss~s70e) 303e2 
-ado JeuTT yoeIL peoztteyu ¢(wnap Tenp) butaeg ‘szeeutbug SUTATIP 
“Ilda ‘wey soy ‘(IeTIWIS Ppue UOTZIeTNDITD SsszeAsy ‘suTqqoY) (3940 
pue 31q yout g) uewdrnbe Bburttt3q ‘(suo3 $9 3zepuN) sbaTjJ313S pue 
SyoT129q {(2epuN pue suo} $Z) seueID ¢(*pA T aepun) soyyoRG *g dnoID 


SetTQUNOD SsuUOYsOYUS pue ’3518q ZON 
‘stmeT ‘yeqey ‘Teuaqooy {(TaTTeszed YI9b eyQ JO Y330U) A3uno> 
oyepl fsatqunoD JaqemzeaTD pue ‘Arzepunog ‘JzeuUog ‘yeMaUeg 
(p,3u0D) (Tf wauv) sYOLWusdO INaWdINOa YaMod 


et e6ea 8ZIS-z78aI °ON NOISIOgC 





” 
o 
o 
2 
So 
Z 
~ 
. 
= 
a 
— 
2 
& 
o 
> 
o 
a 
> 
© 
= 
Ry 
~ 
S 
Za 
S 
7 
> 
> 
~ 
s 
: 
: 
bo 


TetTze3ew 30 saddoTdwe BHurtney AOTTtd 393doOoTTER 
{(spaeA QOT 2900) dunp wo330q pue pue ‘apys ‘syonaL pT dnorp 


(spzeA oot B5utpntout 
pue 03 sp2zeA 0¢ 19840) dunp wo330q pue pus ‘apts ‘syonaL tET dnorp 


(spze% os 6urpnto 
“ut pue 03 spzek op 39A0) dunp woz30q pus ‘apts ‘syonay ¢ (sp1zek 
0Z 2040) a3a29U0D Buy{Ney syoONAL pue SsAexqW QIsueAL *ZT dnorp 


(suoTTe6 000’PT 03 TOO’ZT) SsyonaL yueL 

ze3em {(spze4 op Burpntout pue 03 spzeA Of 32A0) duinp wo3z}0q pue 

pue ‘apts ‘syonay ‘(spaed 0z Gutpntout pue 03 spre ST 3940) 

@32029U09 Burtney syonay, pue SIeXTW ATSUeIL ¢103e026 st JeAe 

“yotym ‘eteos ebeprzef 310 abeuotteb ‘setTte33 YztM 31039223 AaMod 
T294uM p 30 Z YITM ‘IeTTWTS pue S,°M*G ‘JeyOOZeUINOL zTT dno1p 


PTET ‘OtueyooM +OT dno1z9 


(suoTTe& 000‘ZT 03 TOO‘OT) SyonNaL yueL 103emM 

{(spzeA o¢ Butpntout pue 03 spreAé OZ 128A0) dump wo330q pue ‘pue 
‘apts ‘syonzzy ‘(spzeA st Bbutpntout pue 03 spzeA OT 32840) 338190U00 
6buttney syonzL pue szextw 3tsuezyL ‘sdung pue-twes {39A0 pue *sqTt 
000‘9T ‘3311 420g ‘shoqmotg {3eAtIqg xog Jepeeads AjszeyeTa +6 dno1rp 


(suotTe6 000’0T 03 T00’8) yONzL yuUeL 103em 
{(pettnd 20 pajunow zey3Te ‘eoezins Butzeeq-peoT y3zTM) eueID pezUNOW 
“4YONIL {39T~esz 3999S YRTM JOROeAL {(suoR OS 3eA0) AogG MOT +g dnoID 


(spzeX 0z Bbutpntout pue o3 spzeA ZT 19A0) 

dump wo330q pue pue ‘apts ‘yonay {(spized OT BuTpntout pue oj spied 

9) @3e25U09 BurTNeYy syonay, pue szextW 3ISUeIzL ‘Aoqmoy JepuN pue 
SU0 OS ‘JETTeIAL pue yOn3zR-TwWasg {(spaeA 9 zaao) 3ozdUNG 74 dnoID 


(suoTTeB 0900’8 03 1009) YOnaL yueL 303em fowerzg-y +9 dno1lp 


(spzeXf zt 03 spzeX 9 31900) dwnp wo330q pue pues ‘apts 
*syonay ¢Z °ON UoSsJedeIT, {3eseaIn aotTAIes { (uoSIediaAeyT ‘uos1edj00g 
*peor) 2@ATIG 3103NQTIISTG TIO ‘JepTeM pue 3943ND ‘zeuang :¢ dnoID 


S8T3UNOD suOYsOYS pue ‘3518dq ZEON ‘StTMmaT ‘YeReT 
*yeusz00y {(TeTTeIed YIA9p~ ayy JO YAI0U) AQUNOD OCYepPTL 
{seTQUNOD JazeMJeaTD pue ‘Arepunog ‘zouuog ‘Yyemousg 

(P,3405) (Tf wauv) SYsZAIUG woOnNL 


LT e6e4 8ZTS-z8aqI °ON NOISIOaG 


SHONIL MOL pue 39xO9ImM f (suCTTeS 000‘9 OF T00’h) yONIL yueL 399eN 
{(spae4 9 03 spzeA € 32940) 33a19U09 BuyTNeYy syonaL pue siextH 
qisuea, f3zaat3aqg yonay Azanq{s !yonaL 3zosstos foqung Joeuuny, peraz3 
-aeqqny {(sepuay uosiedieaae] ‘uosiedjoog ‘peoi) 3aAtTIg 3034NqQTIISTG 
TTO ¢(°SQT 000’E 2840) 3317 420g £(330 O23 2emM0d Bursn) yonAL peg 
3€Ta ‘30aTI3qG xog ‘3epeaads AR3zeyeTa ¢(3zepun pue spzed 9) 32039dung 
faepeaids juewed yINg ‘AQyORdeS “sqT 000‘Z = eueID OANY tp dnoI9 


(suoTTe6 000’ 03 TO8’T) yonaZ 
yue_ 3203em {(spze4 9 zapun) dwnp wo3z30q pue pus ‘epts ‘syonag 
{(zepun pue spzed ¢€) e3ea259u05 Bburtney syonaL pue SrexXTW ZTSUeIZ 
¢(aeTTwIs pue 1ze3s4yH ‘ssoy) 2eTI12eD STppez3s faeTTeI’L pue yonzy 
‘peg moy ‘izeTtTe13-TwWesg freadeems paezerzedo jzemog f3eAtTIg yueL 

TIO ‘aeyueL QueweD yTING ‘2zeTTWTS pue eTIqow A6Gng z¢ dnorp 


T *ON uoszedezty 
f{TetTze3eu 30 seeAoTdwe Burtney yeog 3JeMog feTxe Teez2 Tenp 
*yOnaL ped 3&Ta f1zeat3ag TneyseAoTdwg 30 4zeaz3g sng 7Z 39 


zepun pue 
suoTteS 00g’T ‘yOnazL yueL 32z2e3em { (QUewdtnbe azaeTTwIs 10 JeTyeAL 
Bbutttnd pezt3-zeqqn4a TTews) 31030832, f2eATIg Weay !3103e7edp 
Teng Azeuotzeys *{JeyOTNW pue zepees ‘Terzeqew Burtney dnyotg 
{szeayunq 3e sy79n23 BurpeotT uosiedeeae] ‘zedwemg {3zepun pue ‘sqrt 
000‘€ ‘3371 420g faTxe aee1 aTSuys ‘yoOnIL peg 3eTa *T dnorp 


S@TIUNOD SsUuOYsSOYS pue ’3a030d ZeN ‘STMeT “YRQeT 
*teuszooy ¢(TeTTe7ed 4I9P eYyz JO YQI0U) ARUNOD OCYepT 
{setTQUNOD JezeMIeeTD pue ‘Azepunog ‘JeuUOg ‘YyReAsuUeg 

(Tt Wauv) SUZAIYG WOnUL 


sp2zeA O0T 2940 ‘2eTTWTS pue PITong ‘stTIndeusno, oT dnorp 


spzeX oot Surpntouy 
pue 03 spizeh ¢z4 20a0 ‘1eTTWIS pue PrToOng ‘stT{ndeuano, +76 dno1zp 


spizek cz Surpntouy 
pue 03 spied 0¢ 3800 ‘32eTTWIS pue pTTONg ‘sTIndeusno, +g dno1p 


303e39dQ9 aueID JeMOL {sqTUn 3ede1z59g eTdyT3TONW 

t*spX 0¢ bBurpntout pue 03 *spA op 3940 ‘zeTTWIS pUe prTONg ‘sTtInd 
-euinoL, {szuewyoRaze TTS 4YITM S3703R0PI3L adé3 pend ‘(*spA HE 328A0) 
souttT6e3q pue sTeAoys 3zaMod {(*spA £ 38400) SaUTYORW JeTywTsS pus 
Sispeo] pesyzeaQ pue pug UuOIg ‘queTearnba 30 IWD ‘1epesH seuyd 
$(JETIWIS PUB UOTRIETNIITID eszeasy suTqqou) (3840 pue sayouy g 
31a) juewdinbg BurT{t3q ‘sebpeiq ‘suo 9S 3eAao ‘sauelID ¢(0S—IM 
@uaeI5 Jaqieg) 3soZeAeOXY sNonuyQUOD 4303e20dQ9 Aematqea %4 dnorp 


[T@TTeseg YIOP B43 JO YQnOS) AjuNOD CYepr pue setqUNOD BuzuyeweY 
(P,3U0D) (Z wad) SYOLWUadO INaWdINOa WaMOd 


9t e6e4 8ZTS-ze8qI “°ON NOISIOgG 





é 
o 
a 
~ 
3 
S 
: 
S 
°°. 
Z 
> 
2 
Be 
~ 
3 
Z 
tN 
7s 
3 
> 
~ 
5 
2 


Federal R 


((tt) (Tt) 
(e)$°S ‘aad 62) S@sNeTo 99e23U05 spzepUegs JOgQeT BYR UT PapyAold se 


ATuO preMe 39a93e peppe eq Aew pagstT suol3eo1zTSseTS ay jo edoos 
242 UTYITM POPNTOUT AOU 430M 303 Papseu sSUOTReOTZISseTO paystTTun 


*aaoge peqtsosep 
se Z 8uOZ 10 T SUOZ UT papNTouT JOU st 3eYN3 (eUeQUOW OF PpzeM{SeS 
Pepuezxe suTT 8303S uob|a20-uC buTYyseM ay3) SP TeTTeI2ed JO YIQNOS 
OYyepl JO 33e3S S42 JO UOTQIOd YeYyQ JO eare Burutewes syL t¢€ BUOZ 
359M 843 03 AQZuNOD: UTTHYUeIg Jo Arepunoq ATIeY43I0U 

ay} Butpuaegxe Aq pazeosotT st jurtod yorym ‘ouepy *feumog jo £319 

8y} Wolz YQNOS s}er ButMoT{TO3 uayZ f(oyepr ‘banqxey zo A315 ay3 Jo 
y320u seTrw Z ATayewyxoidde) peoy Apoow yzTM UOTI9eSIaqUT BYR 03 
yjzou T6T¢ Aemy6qH 83035 ButMoTTOJ ueYy. ‘STTeg CYRPY OF Y3I10U ST-z 
BuyMoTTOJ usyQ ‘OTTE3290d 03 99-I BurmoTTOJ usey3 ‘AgunoD eTssep 

UT 98-I pue PB-I JO UOTRDESIaRUT 942 OF 3S9M BYR UO aUTT OReRg 
OyepI-ueba310 ay} WOIz PE-I JO ApTs 3JayRzTe UO SeTTW OS UTYITM pUe 
SETTW OZ J9AO PSRROOT CYePI JO 33e9S yz UTUITM Baze QeUL +2 3NOZ 
’ 38284 843 032 AQuUNOD UTTXUeIg Jo Azepunog AT3zayz30u ayy 
butpueyxe Aq pezesoT st jutTod yotym ‘oyepr ‘Aeumog jo AID eu3 

3° Yy3nos eTTw T ATezeWTxXoOIdde Aurtod e 03 OETTEezeD0q JO ARID ayR 
wo2zz Yyznos 3 BuyMOTTOZ usy3 !(oyepr ‘Hanqxey zo AqtD ay3 jo 
y370u settw z ATezewTxordde) peoy Apoow YIM UOT IDeS4eRUT e43 03 
4320u T6T# AemyStH 9383S GuyMOTTOZ usYyR ‘STTea CYePI Jo YyZIOU 

ST-I BuyMoTTOZ usyy ‘OTTE3BD0d 03 98-F BurmoTTOZs uaYyZ “AQuUNOD 
VISseD UT 98-I PUe PE-I JO UOTIO@eSISRZUT BYR OF 3SeM ay VO 

SUTT 8323S CYePI-u0b|IO dyQ WOIZ FE-I JO SPTs 39eYyzTe UO SseTTW 
OZ UTYITM PezZeOOCT CYePI JO 9203S SYR UTYITM Base 2eYUL *T ANOZ 


@ wauv 


SUSATG WONUL pue 
SYOLVUIdO LNSWdINOG YaMOd ‘SuaNOaVT 
*“SNOSYWW LNEWAD ‘SURLNGdYYD 304 
SNOILdIWYOSad ANOZ 


Uu03S TMeT aueTY,P mnecD aueyodg 


MOTeq paIstT 

S9T3ZTO JO 199UaD 943 WOIZ SNMTpeI eTTW 06 3aAC eaIY ts 
MOT®8Q P23ISTT SeTIT9 

@Y2 JO 3193UaD BYR WOIJ SNMTpesr STIW O6-Sh UTYUITM ealy tH 
MOT@Q Pa3STT S2T3TD 

YQ JO 203Ua5 BYy3 WOIZ SNMIpeI STTW SpP-0F UTUZTA ealy 7E 
MOT@Q P2ISTT SETITO 

8Yy2 JO 3Ja}RUeD |YyQ WOIZ SNMIper STTW O£-ST UTURTM Paty tz 
MOT2Q P2ISTT SeTITO 

@y3 JO 203UeD SyQ WOIZ SMTpeI STW ST e UTYRTM BeIy tT 


T wav 
SUFJAIUG WONUL pue ‘“syoLvuadO LNAWdINOg 
UIMOd * (UOTIONAAQSUOD AemybTH pue 
AaeeH) SUTYOSYT ‘SNOSYW LNAWAD 30z 
SNOILdIYDSaq0 ANOZ 


6T a6ea 8Z1S-zeqr °ON NOISIOgG 


SOTueyooM Yona, tT dnorzp 


spzeh OOT 2940 «'f SBeTD 
spzeX oot Bburpntout - spzeh ¢Z 3940 63H S8BTD 
spaek cz burpntouy - spzed 0g 3849 ¢D SBRTD 
spzeh 0s butpntout - spzeA OF 32840 34 SSBTD 
sp2eh op Bbutpntout - spzeA Of 3040 tf SBRTD 
spiek o¢ Bbutpntout - spaeh 9z 38040 63q SSPTD 
sp3zeX 0z 6butpntout - spzed pT 32840 15 SBeTD 
spze4 pt butpntout - spzeA 9 2840 63q SSBTD 
Jepun pue spzeh 9 ty SPT 
sdunp wo330q pue pue ‘apts ‘yona, ET dno1zp 


guowdtnbe szeTywTs pue zeySozeuIN, #ZT dnorzp 
spzeh OT 1900 “¥ONIL XTW BTsuUeAL *#TT dnoerzpH 


J@AO PUR MAD *SQT 00096 
‘zayUeL WUEWaD YTNG f2eA0 PUe MAD “SGT 000‘96 ’Aog MOT *0T dnoID 


spiek OT 03 
sp12ek g 20A0 *¥ONIL XIW ZTSUeIL {(pequNOW yOn73) AOTd acuS fuew 
-907AI9g ‘UBWEITL Teng *yONAL sepesszds 30 JO3NGTIASTq +6 dnoag 


si0jdung ‘spzeA g 03 spre 9 38A0 ‘yONIL XTW QITSUeIL *%g dnoID 


suoTtTe6 000’T 20A0 
‘yonaz Teng fsuorttTe& 000’F 32eA0 ‘yoOnNIL yYUeL JeRemM 4 dnoID 


spzeK 9 03 spizek € 329000 ‘YONIL XIW ZTsUeIL +9 dnoID 


(331T-o1pAn 

*000°€ BMOT ‘aueID YSTpemMs) YONI, owezg ,Vv, ‘juewdrnbe stppez3s 

aJeTTwtTs pue 10e3shqH Ssoy £(3311 OIPAH *33TT TING) “SGT 000’E 320A0 

*QITT 4I0Z {MAD “SAT 000/96 03 dn ‘zexURL QUEWeD yTNG {MAD °SQT 

00096 03 dn ‘fog woz ‘2aTTeI3-TWaS ¢(sUuCTTeS 000’ 03 008‘T 
2aA0) YONIL yuUeL 303eMmM £3309x%e3 2eMOd BuysN peg 3eTaZ *¢ dnoIp 


yon23 Bburdwnd e3e29u05 30 AzINnTs 
tsiepueL yonzy fzepun pue spzeh ¢ ‘yonIaL XTW ZTSsUeIL +p dnoID 


(snq 20 yon273 

eTI3aNYS) TheH ueW feTTqowAbhng fuewestazesg fueweITL {1eseeID 
¢(z@pun pue suoTTeb 000‘T) xONMaL Teng feTxe € ‘peg 3eTa *E€ dnorD 

zepun 

pue 000°C) 3311 420g £(2epuN pue suoTTeb 008’T) yonaL yueL 
293em ‘sTeyT3e3ew Buytney dnyotq pue etxe Zz ‘peg 3eTa +z dnozp 
3I@ATIG 3309S¥ IO 3eD AOTTd {s39yUNq 3e BuypeoT uewIzeAeT *T dno 


(TeTTe2e4a YI9" B42 JO YQNOS) AQuUNOD oYepT pue seTQUNOD buyuyewsYy 
(2 wauv) SUZAING WOnML 


et e6eg 8ZIS-ZeGI °ON NOISIOaG 





w 
8 
3 
a 
~ 
3 
8 

fee 
2 

§ 

3 
Z 

> 
3 

& 
~ 
5 

S 
z 
5 
3 
> 
~ 
s 
: 
& 


 dnoi9 
€ dnoip 
z dnoizp 
1 dnoap 
s8uzaeg Tequepzour P 
uofaeaecxg ‘uoziesedazg 9275 
TXy Z 20 eTButs P f1020"2]) 
wieg fuewdung ty dnoip 
oTxXv 
€ 20 wapuel 9 fotueyooq 
$*do 3371 420g «t¢ dnorp 
J9TFeAL 1039e2) 
9 txtH-Apedy tz dnoip 
*do yonay woog 1 dnorp 
2UOFIONAWSUOD BuTpPT FNg 
SSUaAIUG AONUL 


sBuzaeg [eRUepyoUL 

} woz eaAvoxy ‘uct erzvde1g 2345 
6 SseT> 

ssetD 

ssetD 


sset> 
ssvt> 

eset) 

sset> 

ssetD 

sset> 

suoz32N23su0D ButpT tng 

SSYOLVUIdO LNANdINDA w: 

ssetD 

eset) 

sse1D 

sset> 

ssetD 

sset> 

sBuyaeg Te uepzouy 

} wos wavoxg ‘uot iesedezg 2255 


suoFQINs3su0D BuTpPTFNg 
8su 


7907°ZGNH ON NOIST 


08°9 |s2eXheTpos 9 adesspuey %(sseT 
20 S3JUN y JO [eTIUEPTSey 
Suzpnt2xg) SuTYOEVT 


SUZHSINIA ,SYILLaS FIL} * 


S¥ILLIS FTIL 
SUSHSINIA ,SYDMOM OZZvVTNIL 
SUYDMOM OZZVENAL 
*soD Suyuyewey 
"0D 19AIBD 
SSuaLLId UFDINIUdS 
*soD uozZuzyseR 
9 ‘hoswey ‘uydeuuey 
*ez04eq *22A1eD ‘exyouy 


"sop Zujuyewey 
*s0D uozZuzysem 
9 Aoswey ‘e0y%eq ‘eyouy 
SSYDNOM TVLGN LAZHS 
$uzd00¥ 
*sop Suyuzewey 
*809 
vozSusysen 9 ‘Aoswey ‘e204e 
SSusUaLSVId 
S1933FFWeIIS $s1933T;edTE 
sirequntd 
3*s0) Sujtuyemey 
$1932; ;wWeIIS fs12932,zedTE 


uozZutysey 9 Avswey ‘eoyeg 
381922; ywesIs 
9 tsaequntd !suaLllaadld 
siapuss 
szedey » £19035 TeIrnQ2N23¢ 
theads taeqseyqpues 
szededi{1em 9 f2eT TOY fysnag 
3*s0p Susuzewsy 
zepues TTeMKig 
1993S Te#1N39n135 
9 theads {203se1qQpueg 
zeSueyredeg 
9 tzeyssusa TreMhag fysnag 
t*s0p 
uo Zuzysey 9 Aaswey ‘e20H%eq 
SSUZLNIVd 


$3tjaueg 


SUZHSINIA ,S¥3LLIS 
SYALLIS IT 
*soy Suyutewoy 
*S80) 23095 
9 uydouuey ‘10A1eD 


(*q02a) s20d19H 
si0d{ oH 
DyUrPYION 
SSYOLONYLSNOD YOLV. 
Tey Ueprsey 
s122;1ds eTqQeD 
SUCTIFI399TF 
s8uypTyng TeFoseuMED 
t*sop Suyuzewsy 9 (*sday 
Aa 1pi2d FP Byouy *nyoxg) syouy 
Tey uepysey 
s122;1¢ds e19qQ"9 
SuetoF23 297 
sBuspTyng TeForeuMCD 
s*80D 
32005 9 ‘uydeuuey ‘20Az8D 
*(°sdal Avtptag 9 exouy) syouy 
*SNVIDIMLOITS 
Suzaeg [eIUepPFUL F 
wor vavoxg ‘uofs3erederg 9327S 
SurprEng 
SSNOSVH LNIWa9) 
UsMI2ATIPeTT P s1equedieD 
s3uzaeg [eUep;UVI F 
woz eavoxg ‘uozze1ede1g 3355 
Sraquedie) TeTIUepTsey 
S2y3F241T TH 
woUIzATApeTTd P S1eqUedzeD 
sButpl Ing TeFo19uMOD 
sUsWIZATIPIT Id 
9 tsay8taaTTIW fSugsLNaduVvd 
suosewau03s fsugAVTNOIUG 
SUI WNUITLOE 
SUDNOM SOLSAESV 


NOLONIHSVM ¥ *LLODS ‘ASSWVY ‘NIGSNNGH ‘VLONVG ‘UZAUVD ‘VAONV *SZTLNNODs 


$3>22f02g UoFI2NI3SU0D (TeTIUEPTsSey BuTpnToUT) BuypTEng tom JO NOTLATYISAG 
LLILE Bd 9% UF TQ6T “LT AINE P2IeP yyOT-TENN °ON UOTST20q0 Sepaszedns 


BoFIBOTTGNg JO 8I%qG = tALvG 
mO13d 33S* *SaILLNNOD 


NOISID3IG SvacISsuadNs 


907°Z78NN *HIOHNN NOISIIAG 
VLOSSNNIN *3LVLS 





- 


i 
Z 
Es 
: 
. 
i 
S 
: 
5 
3 
S 


Z2®ZTTTQeIS TIOS BuyyTeaer, petyedord-j1a0g fseae 
@ ‘spt *n> zc dep wonayg = sedeacg foze22dung fiopean Buz CA2Tqz $203>821 Teng %¢ SsvID 
4900 FP dH OOT = 280qG3nNL » fausag 
29TMEID = BueID YoOnz] fedhy woog ~ 2039"2) faede2og wapuey t2eeutSuq queta uot eraayazoy 
SSutazspotyq fedAa aeqywys 20 Avauoy ‘suotae20d9 SutyZINK *NyToOUT ‘auTYyoeN ZuTHONW fATddng 
aemeg "NT OUT faToY fpeoy ‘BuzAeg 229229005 (2uzaeg) aexty fotueyooy azasey fauerp aataowo2ey 
{snouywnatg y yr0mMyI2eg ZuTYstUTy *Toz3eg 20304 10 29pern f122aA0 Pp "sph *nd ¢ ‘azepEoT 
pug yuozg faveuySug 9 (2eM0d) a3paiq ‘siaouy2uq 10 a3peig f*deo parer *33x *spk *ne ¢ 03 dn 
*sTo1quo> adA9~-TeACYS YITA quawdynba sey TwIs 40/pue outT3eag $(Azeuot3e3s 20 spryg) (19N0g) 
(39T3373g 20 Ang) y>F219q fgyE aaAc Weg Azeuozieyg ‘zexty a3a212009 fAcmatqeD fz SSVID 
@sn uy e218 Ssunag ¢ UeYA 
Suzazaq atta f*de> pares *3yy 2000 B “spk *nd € ST03}2U09 adfg~-TaAcYyS YITH Juawdznbe saeT POTS 
29420 20/pue euz{3eig fqtf Buspntoxe ‘moog aSCT 2900 UBTA sUeID f307TTg 2eadoasTOH tT SSVID 
SBuzaeg TeUspToOUl PY VOTIEABOKG ‘uOTIeIedeI2g OaT5 
‘ 203829d0 JOReAaTZ !3e80079 
30 J9TIO $(3eey Azsez0dwa3) s29e9veH eDeds TeSTURYDAW - ¢ ssvTo 
: 203e38d0 euTYSeW BuUIpTeM 
428T10 |UeID yONIL {(AZyoedeD szeddoy 3zaAo pue *pA “n> T) aadaang 
an-y9td fu yeIg $300H “Arerz0dwey ‘uewazta 303e39dQ s0AaauED 
3o/pue dung ‘3840 30 WID OSb *303e3ed0 JOSseIdWOD ITY - g SsWID 
*pA *M> T 03 dn ‘303e39d9 Jepeoy pug yuozZg 
Sazqs JETIWIS IO Z-g 303€39CO JORDeIL $303"38d0 azTUND ‘asuaoTT 
SSETD 3SITs *UeMeITZ $303R3Ed0 QUReTG YOIeG B3eI9DU0D - 4 gsY¥ID 
zozeIzedo dung UTOd TT9mM !Zd 38A0 303RIadQ JORDRIL $ (32000 PUR MY 
0OT 03 Tenbe satdyatnw uo 3940 pue My ONT) JeeUuTbUg aUeTa 3eMOg 
$203839GO 2af13eD STppez3s {(wnIp auc) saeutTbug 3sToH fi03R31edg 
zepeoy] pug 3uo0IZ *UOTIONIASUCD butpTIng 30 JepuyTAD szoaxeAeTE 3103 
SuITItIp vossted 303 pasn usys usnyd 3o AreI0ON AABaH - SHTY TITIG 
; $*dO J@XTW:O32aIDU0D {3203e2ed0 yonzL woo f|azTTHIOT 4 309eI0dO 
SuTYeN ed43-ODRTAWOD JO BIaIDduNg ‘zepTemM 30 OTUReYDaW {(wnIp zg) 
Jeautbug 3SstoH {(Ssautyoem a20W 30 Zz) ao3eI2adO A0f4aAUOD 30/pue 
203223aG0 dung ‘2840 30 Wid OSb ‘203e2ed0 AOSSazdWOD A3TY - 9 SsWID 
*@SUSOTI J2eTYD ‘uewsstgZ 
{sauesD STOTYSA UTeII0L TTy ‘woog y3tm 3OR3eIedO 30ORDeI, £39A0 
8 ,00T AzeuCTReIg = seUeID Aamo] {!(3aRaWTIag BUTpPTINE @prsuz) 
7O3eIadO BURID pRaYyzeAG {303e2edo aat3OWOD07T {(ea3OW 3O suwN3p ¢€) 
Jeautbug ystoH ¢(6eTzz31t3s 3 AnD) yOTI300 fqrtf burpntouy “woog 
3° ,0ST Sutpntout you 3 03 dn sauezD szeTMeID ¥ YONIL - § ssvTD 
32AO 8 ,OST BURID JemoL {303e30d0 
SuTATIG STid soyueYeW JeqseW sauUezy JaeMOL SuTTeaezL - » SSVID 
3aAa0 
3 ,002 euUeID Jamoy féqrf Butpntouy “woog 30 ,00z SuTpnTouy you 
Pue 02 dn ‘moog JO ,OST Y3TA SaueID JaTAMeID 3 YONIL - € SSVID 
22®A0 8 ,0SZ BURID JamMoL ‘qif BurpnTout ‘moog Jo ,00€ BbuTpnToUT 
20U pur 02 GN ‘wWoCg JO ,00Z/M aURID JaTMeID & YONIL = Z SSVID 
3840 2 ,00E eueID Jamo, ‘qrf BurpnTout ‘3aA0 pue woog Jo 
eO0E YITS SaueID JaTMeID 2 YONIL ¢303e3ed0 JaadooTTaH - T SsYID ~ 
SUOFIMAIsSU0D SuTpT Eng 
SSNOLLVDIAISSVID SUOLVUIdO LNIWI1NDA WaKOd 


790%°7GNN ON NOISIIIG 


29pUual ssUTH Teun, » 
{(ozaeydsowze) ZeuTH Teuuny {(saonpozad aanazasqns 20 satueudp) Ue 2epMog 2aISeTg #9 ssv1> 

(se3 ‘20304 ‘29mMeS) weog seseq ‘zaheyadtg 7 f(3ueWe> ‘Sut IseTqpues ‘a3 zuN3) 

ueweTzzoN fae, ywes 20 yoeAL A2Fy = 29TT Faq £(29A0 320 ,,4T) 203t19d9 UND 3U9WeD I¢ SSVID 

Sutuutdzepun Pp faercqey punos8s2pug 

fza20qe7 TauuN], $4104 wWepzezz0D $410 VOSSTeD {2999e5 Brtaeg YOOTE 20 HoF2¢ §(y10K [enue 

JO J@AeT Suz3ze3Is MOTeqQ °33 g UPYI P20W) (YoUeZg SPB 20 2eQReM ‘20Nes) UE wOI70g 1% SSYID 

s2pual vosey » faepual suerg 

f*o30 ‘aaumey Burddtyp ‘20asng Butaeg ‘zoummeyyoer ‘syTOO] oTaewneug fae3204 ‘aeneg JuyOF 

tza33asmi0g {410K Tenuew JO [PAST BuTI2e3S MOTAq °33 g URYI 920W HI0N AeyIE 9 YOITG f20781qFA 
22219u0) f2emeg 9392900) f203e10d9 zextW 9302>2U0D {BuTTTTAaq B2e22NU0D fnmeg UTeYD *¢ SSVID 

S2TAOP ACTTUTS 20 Teureys ‘oTaz2eTe ‘seB - uruysz0, fseyewpeg 

wofysn) pues f29xTq 2e7z0H £2999eg Gan> faede] atNpucD f(perezedo pury) auowdynbg uoy3 2edwop 
tzepueay y>TIag fAVTT FIN ‘eeBeenbs ‘zezeoTy ‘zeyeY ‘2eTeACYS = 2ex204 SNoUTwNITG %% SSVID 

(Tenuew) szeTpuey youts {(youe23 se3 20 293 
*‘zamas) uey doy f2e422Y4D QT2D T0O] f2epuel 2eMcTg ¥ 203%9H Azer0dway t(auetd Azewezaea 

Leczsyo3eg SuTZtiqeag fuewaeBeenbg {(se8 ‘299eK) seyeWY VOTIDOUUCD sd;Az0S {(3uyzaed) 39230g 

1203S padsojzutTey f2ez0qe] [903g paer10zuTey fAsyUOK AzBpMog f20a"z0dg AB3ng 29H04g fa9|puey 

adtg {(Tenuew ‘podta2) ueuyotsszeg adtg {°2939 ‘pos ‘zsuepzep edesspue] fuct3 Towed 30s422024 

10qey {(peaT 20 snouywnztq) ucway33ey {(aueWwea"d a3a120U0>) 22T[FZ ITOL £20329 > aoe ? 

quespAy f(*o2e ‘syonzq7ya3eq Suydunp ‘aeacd ‘32}p) wewdwng fzepuey ssuuNy 11730 tapes’ moyoq 

293003g dweq f(Suzaed uo yeoTZTING TeNuew) uUCWIeOTZ TeUTPNaTSuC] 93022005 f(Suzaed) 22TPPNg > 

aodwey ‘adzaacys a3929U0D $°332 ‘sqeTS *3uTTTq ‘suMNTOD ‘sSuz3I0@g ‘uOSsteD ‘1aTPUPH 93939U0D 

fuewzsy230g 9392900) f29pue] saquedaey f3eg ‘yING = AeTpUeH JUaWeD fyonzL Y>9"E uow2aA09 
quawo> fsrapuay yazwsysetg {(3ueqd Azeuoz3e328) uewzsyszeg snousunzzg fpeTTFASUN #1 SSVI 
sButaeg [eIUspPToOUT FP yorz agony ‘uoy3esedead ais 

*o3@ ‘aayweutg aueTts ‘ze3staq ‘193 ‘sed ah 

"% sqns 20 sz92se1g 9zTuevtg fsesodind Suzaseqg 203 297TT2q *% SSYT 

5 Re eee Susseyisnenh 9 fepead moztaq ,g UOTIeAeDKD 10 YdITP uado 

= y10m punoz329pun fuosaeaeoxy Butpyyng Aaesay ‘S29ATIg P 193395 Sutaesys $194204 4203201594 
faakeyadtg {2uzaseTqpues ‘auewoy ‘aatunp - zo0je19d9 aTzzoON £4104 ee pen 

BOTASP ACTIWTS 20 Tewssyy ‘ozzz>0aTe ‘se3 = ueMj220] P $(3uTPTO3;e2S 2uaaed,, a 

20U) plozze2s auT] e3eIs Suzms f°392 *z09020d9 s0dwey ‘zeuuey ButddtyD ee cue 
*zaumeyyoer STOO] 24332971" 7} Wacwnaug t2eTpueH adtq fuoyatsodwos 20 {eyTse3eu = = ° 
zayi0 Aue 20 QuaWwe> = IeXTW 203220H faapus] uoscy sSuyyopoues Sutpntoxe 1 pe 
DOFIFOWag $203e2q7A 232929U0D f203e20d09 Ka ‘avs 93922U0) f203e19d9 APS ae 4329 

00. f203e20d0 2eMcTg mous faeqay {433ng 29M0g Sadh2 TTC = 22TpuUrH] Tey39IcH fseTpueH 

wdehe Sees ean 5 204 faapuay 293899 f3uew> ‘e3e22U0> ‘3 TCYydse *323p - vewdung 


s1 ssv1d 
faapuay aauuny 11}2g fepea2 AolTeq 19j002g dweg $23022U005 saapuel seen Lseseae 


tSNOLLVDIAISSVIO suzuogvt 
€ aova 9790%-79NK = *ON NOISTIIG 





n 
a 
= 
° 
a 
— 
= 
§ 
be 
a 
2 
E 
® 
> 
o 
Z 
> 
oO 
= 
Cw 
~~ 
6 
z 
nN 
wv 
o 
> 
— 
he 
o 
2 
("4 
a 
: 
fae 


urw3 19g fueweaseqs 
Aerds {Suzaseqyqpues 
122035 f1eSueyizedeg 
A9ystutA Treskiq 
z2eTTON fysn3ag 
Szepues {TT TeMKig 
2*S0D paezsuTO ¥ 1eMOW 
SSYaLNIVd 
SI9YSFUTA PTTL 
$293239S ®TTL 
Sleystusyy Ozzerzz9], 
S19410M OZZe129] 
S19ysTuTd 2TQ2eH 
$292329S eTqQ1eH 
3°s09 Sututemey 
829339S PLFL 
s*oD pezswTO 
se19ySFUTA 
9 {822932305 eTTL {s199204 
ozzezze] fSuaLlas a1duvw 
SYDOMNOYT 
*OD peIswto 
*809 19MOW PY UIOGQe0eI1q 
*oD yz2eg ENTE 
*sugaIZv19 
(*q024) siedzaHq 
sied{oH 
sopuey2aK 
3°09 YQ2eg eNTE 
SSYOLINULSNOD YOLVAITa 
000‘SZ$ 2epun suozzeTT[eIsSUT 
000‘°SZ$ 29Aa0 suoctie] 1 e3eUr 
3°s05 
peaswTO P freMoW ‘ur0qeerZ 
000‘S4$ 2epun suoyzeTTe3 SUT 
000‘S$2$ 20A0 suozzeT {ez SUT 
$*80) 3[NeqTIeg Y YIIeg enTE 
SSNVIOIULOIIT 
“80D peIswTO 9 ‘19MEH 
*(*0D Jo *wey) ur0qeslg 
*80) (UOPIOD 02 BABUAD Worz 
anes PY YIION BuzuUNZ sUTT 
3° *M) Uroqeezg P ITNeEQTIeg 
*oD YIzeg enTE 
SSNOSVW LNIWAD 


“sop (451 
BW9IAX® *NT2xq) peIswio 7 
auzoey *nTouF ‘dry MN) 29M0W 
*s0p 
(431 MS 2we23xq7) pe3swto 
9 (euToey “NT o9xg) reMoW 
*SO) U10G201g PY 3{NeGQy1e4 
°O) (eFaqued 
*nyous dtL MN) yI2eg enTg 
*09 
(ezaquep *ny{2x%gq) yyzeg ont 
suMWMI2eATIpE{Tg fsasquadieD 
s8uzAeg [equepyourl > 
Suz 3eaeoxg ‘uozzezede1g 9345 
s1eXe] 1007" 3130S {s1zequedie5 
$°0D pezswio 
siehe] 1007" 3530S {s10quedze5 
8°09 19M0W 
2z20he] 10074 2330S fs2equedze9 
$*s0D uz0gee14 Y I{Neqy1eg 
Uoti10g 3894 
uoti10g 4seg 
sev Weprsey 
woTI10g 3894 
UoT310g 3Seq 
sBuyPTINg Teyo19uMIOD 
3°09 JO 2epuzewoy 
Tey UepTsey 
SutPTEN TeF;oT9uM0D 
8°09 JO UOCTII0d *M *N 
3°09 y32eq eNTg 
U0F22N13Su0D BuzpT eng 
*SUaLNAdHV: 
98° oT *809 (*09 50 
*way) Ur0qoe27 9 ‘3 TNeQTAe4 
STS°St *S0D pezsutO P 
1eMoW *(aFI;eIg BuzWooT, jo 
Ad} 242 Y UOPI0D 02 BAaUaD 
wolz yjnos Y YII0N BufuUN2 
@UFI & JO 388g) UI0G20e14 
“oD YyIteq antg 
tsuosewsau0zs Y {szraQuzog 
fs1auvatD f{s29Ahe] y201¢ 
quowey fszex{NeD fsuaAVTNOTUG 
SUdvwUI1LO"g 
SUIHWOM SO.LSAGS 


GaLSW10 9 ‘WaMON ‘NUOdTAYd SLINvaluvd ‘HLYVa aNd 


$320f02g uozQ2N23su0D (TeTIUaPTSeyY ButpnqouT) Burptyng *% MOM JO NOTIATUISAG 
MLIZE Yd 9% UF TR6T ‘ZT AIOE parep B70Z-TENH 
PU OLILE Yd 9% UF I1G6T ‘41 AINE pereP SyOZ-IGNN %°SON UOFSTIEq Sepaszedns) 


UoFIPOFIGQNA JO B3eq talva 
MO13G 39S* *SaILNNod 


S$907*Z78NW =*UaEWAN NOTSTIaq) 
VLOSANNIN 9 *4.LV1 


NOISIDIGd Svadasuadns 


ae *((1t) (1) (®) S°S “Hdd 67) SPSNFTS J>"22U0> Sprepusze 
20987 942 UT pepyAozd se AyUO prene 29338 peppe 2q Atw pazs}] SU0TIeD7z;SS79 
2y2 JO Bdods BYy2 UTYIA pepn{ouzy JOU YAOM 2OZ pepseu SU0;IFITZTESeT> perIszyag 


uozIVIA pred ,sysen Zz °D 
a ‘thepytoH pred T °q 
9 yBnozyy y tshepttoH pied { 420k ¢ uly 
ssa] SSauTsNg Ut psyx20M sAeYy OYA SoeXoTdwe 103 ¥9 ‘saved ¢ UrYQ siow SSseUTENG eyy UT peyZ0N 
aary oym saakotdwa 203 a}per> Aed uoz Qe eA 03 3302 ATANOY Aav{NFez Jo {Eg Seynqzz3QU0D asAoTdug *e 
SSILONLOOS 
heq svonst2yp-p 9 f8uza;Ssqueyy 20338 Aegeg 
fheqg Buzaz8syueyl-g fAeq 2zoqey-q tAeq esuepuadepuy-p fAeg jezsowoy-g f4eq $,2F3, noR-y 
° *SAVUTIOH GIvd 


. 92929009 
xtW-Apesy 9 fowe2rg ,,v,, 9 woog fzeqney yo3eq Azq fdwng fertxy e78uts f203¥z0ed9 
Aianis taay2eg pattedoad-z1as f2ep 3oTTg {(esodind Aue 203 pasn ed43 yeeyn) 
Zo3e19dQ 102202] fueweTqeis PY 197SWea], {(1a32en YP TTO peor ‘T TO ‘seB) 2zepue, yonzy 
yuel fuewdung {(297}%9 pug 2e9y) 203e20dQ Aeads 203nq}23S7q SsnouTwNITg ty gNOND 
Ixy Wepuel PY f203NqT23STq SnouTwNITg t¢ gNOND 
(S®1TXV¥ » “OTOUL) ®TXV FAL %Z dLowD 
peoy 330 P f2eT FEI] 203982] f2epTey-2;UeYDER 
fsu,e2] yonay {(seyouza pazezedg zeM0g 9 pueH zo uo; IeIedQ) 2eAzIq YonzL tT gNnowd 
s8uzaeg [eIUePFoUL P UOFIBAPOXY *UCTIFANdezg ¥3hg 
SugAIYd WML 


5 22®TTO suey yonzl p {330-909 2zeN0g 
O/M SS2T 20 gH OF *202>0"21 £(20A0 F gH Cc) (9043 peg) 29y20g BuTIezqyA poTyTedorg-jzy0g 
{(auz{Seag ‘euezy *{paoys 292M0g) 22TTO $(av2H Azcz0dwa]) 292809 voeds ‘ozuLYDE_ 
faapusl oTuCcYyooy fueureAe] (21039821 20 yON2]) assea2p {(Butysen 20 Suzysnz> ou 21983204) 
queyg Buyuse22g JeAezg £29989} 2e) Yue] 20 ucwarty fpuey y20q e3po3g fachvau0D t9 soy7> 
aouzey 9021 Y £330-99C2 AdMod YnoyITA gH AeTIWES 20 OGL *7q ‘203>e2] taeddzyD dunag 
taepeards dyyp 9 pues paTTadoad-z7as *nyouz OdXy azeTzWTS 20 OCoSdy (2eN0g) euTY ITH Buzzopznoyg 
{(aeyywys 20 AyI9YeTZ) 2z9peards dry patyedozd-zyeg fzeqzToy fdwng tsyoer parenzoy 2zenog 
fouzyoey Suzsog y szeIny payengsy zam0g fodA3 acyzwys 20 zstTneydvg {(edA2 szeT WIS 20 eue—sag 
zaqieg) aapeoy £1932}; 1ds 807 2T]TNcIpAy tyTeuND satuND f(To27ed 2030W) 2epern f*pk *nd g 
*nyT2Uuz 9 09 dn *zaproy pug yuory f(2emM0d) 10333q youszy wi0g f(paaezedo 2zemod) (opera 
aTdt3TNw) Ars 92922U0D fzepuN YP SH] eaTSqOf UO zaxTW eIe29U0D fherds Hp ‘euTYDeN aUTOL ‘aeoTg 
Jeutpnz Zuo] fauzyoey Buyustutgy r9peszds ¥ 20ynqzI2IS~q B3a29U0D $(31e%0g) (2epUd]) euTYyoeHN 
Suzyssuyy snouzwnztg py 2epeaads snouzwnzyzg f2eac 20 WD OS ‘20sseadwop 2Ty t¢ ssv1D 
292UlTg 992) 2) ,neaphy 
foyveysoy zzedey 20 BuyTauewsyq ‘uozIeTTeIsuT 3yutog TT9M f(edA3 2eTFwWTS 20) T{INécUaNy 
$(se3 ‘acaem ‘aamas) sutyoeH SutYyouerl {zz0-9xe] 2aMcg JnoYITA gH OF 20A0 ‘203De2] fzJ0O-94ey 
2aMog YIIA dH 2ETFWTS 20 OGL *7q 20A0 *20}>De2] fausYrEN IseTIVG P 2edue] eT, t(3uzaed) 
(uaatag 19M0g) mr0g dTTS fs22TTOY 3004 daays f*yoeagy soyyorg *2020"2] Meg pezz3-20qqQny 
taaao 9 suca g ‘29TTOYN fT TTWIng {,,9 29A0 ‘oUTYOeN SuTIOg TeIUOZTI0H PeIeNIoy 2enog 
f19A0 9 *H*M*H OOT ‘290uz8Ug AUNTY 29M0g fauTY2eH BuTpUsg 20 BuzUeeTD ‘Sutddery oustedsa 
e> 10ddoy 290 9 “ph *nd 1 *zedeeng dnyotg foutyseN BuTTTIW Butaeg fedd3 2cTywySs 20 82M 
Aqy2tW (ueatag 29M0g) euTYIeH Suzdwe] 20 2z2yxe02g Buzaeg f{sdwng ‘s2o2zvz9ue9 ‘seusyou 
Sutpyem ‘s20ssazdwop azy se yons ‘soutycey aTdzyaTNW f20pyTeq 20 StUEYDON feazQowoIET 
faeseo19 pray {(asuazz] IOTFq 20 uewIEHUCL) UeMZayoUNeT f(2eN0d) zeeuy3ug aszoq I*ph 
*nd 1 19A0 ‘zapeoy pug Quorg f19y>2eI¢ A9qQWNT 20 33771 YI0g f29F22"D STPPETIS 20 IZFT 420g 
£1142 PTQeD 20 waNYyD 20 AreI0y Ancoy *sBty TT72q f(ausTedzg) suTYyoeH edoq fausyoeH qanD 
fguetg Suzusez2g 9 BusYsnzD ‘Buyysem TeAeID 20 (|u0Is PY TeATI3) JuRT Suzysnap fe1TsqoN 
D2 922UQy {Sy] 2eAO 9327SQOf UO AaXTW 932929U0D fq OST 29AO 2099ND 992] P 292S8AICH 4349 
fsaddq zeyJWTS 20 suoeMH yY20y YIFM $202203] IPD (woog pazerodo 2aN0g) Yons] woog Son 
Suyystuyy y zepverds snouzwnazg {(03e29u0D) auezy yoaeg fzaTTFFHOCG {(2eTFwTS 20 DN, 
BUFYDH peoy DWaewoany fgqueqzg szezFTFQeIS SNouswnazg aTeydsy {11 F2g YOY HAL AI ty SSVTD 


(Q,1NOD) SNOTLVDIZISSVID SWOLVUSdO LNINdINDT WINE 


§ iva 90%°ZeNN *ON NOISTOSG 





i 
€ 
: 
; 
f 
- 
A 
2 
: 
: 
: 


2800 3 ,OST @UeID AeMoL *303e20ed0 
Butst31q @Ttd fOpURPYDeW JZaqseW ‘aueID saMOL buy TeAeIAL - & SSYID 
29A0 
9 ,00Z2 eueIDd zeMm0y fqtf BurpnTout ‘woog Jo ,00Z BbuTpntTouy you 
pue 03 dn ‘woog 30 ,0ST Y3TM SeueID JaTMeID 3 YONIL = € SESWTIO 
3@AO F ,0SZ euUeID Jemol ‘qrtl BbBurpntout ‘woog jo ,00¢ BbButpnTouT 
OU pue O23 dn ‘Woo JO ,00Z/M aueID JaTMEID ¥ YONAL - Z SSVTO 
3BAO 8 ,OOE BURID AemMoL ‘qtf BurpntTout ‘2aa0 pue woog jo 
200€ YITM SeUeID JeTMRAD ¥ YONIL ‘30Re2ad9 Ae3dOoTTeH - T SSYWTOD 
#(UoF9ON13SU0D ButypTFng) SNOLLVOLALSSV1D SYOLVUSdO LNANdINDS waMod 


Aopus], sz9uTH TouUNL 9 
{(ozaoydsouje) reuzW TeuUN] {(s3°onpozd ayNIyzISqns 120 ej 7WeUXp) UFW AePMOg A93S"¥Tg 19 SSVID 
(se3 ‘20304 ‘20M0S) weog 2ose] ‘2eXeyedtg y $(3uewWad ‘3uzyseTqpues #3 ;un3) 
UeWOTZZON f2eT {WTS 10 yowsL, 2ATy + 19°TT TAG $(12A0 10 ,,%17) 203e20d9 uND QueweD 36 ssv19d 
Sutuuzdzepun yY f1920qe7 punos3zepugq 
fzaz0qe] TauuN] {410M Weprezzoy fy104 UOSSTeD £29335 BuTAeg YOTg 10 y>2TA1g $(y20m Tenuew 
jO [@A2T Buz31e9s MOTEqQ:*33 g UeYyQ a10W) (42ue23 se3 10 193em ‘19mMesS) ue woI20g %% SSYTD 
2apual uosey p fzapuay su0Is 
$030 ‘zoumey Butddzyy ‘209sngq Butaeg ‘zoumeyyrer ‘sToo] sTIewWNeug f12e320W ‘1eMeS JUTOE 
fzeaqeswiog {310m TenueW Jo T2AST ZutII2e3S MOTIq °33 g UeYI e10W %I0M AZYNI0 9 YDITq $107"1qTA 
23929U0) f1eMeg B22e19U0D f10j3e19dQ9 AaXTW 93a29U0D {BuTTTT1q 9392905 fmes UTPYD tC SSVID 
BOTAOP ACT WTS 20 Tewr9y3 ‘97230979 ‘seB - uewyor0y, f1eyxewpag 
wuozysnd pues f2extW zero $19329g qin f294e] 3qNpuoD f(pezezado puey) auowdynbg uo sedwop 
Szepual yoTAg fAIzT TIN ‘eeZeenbs ‘z9qeoTYy ‘z9y%ey ‘zeTeACYS = A2qI0M SnouTWNITE *%2 SSVID 
(Tenuew) zeTpuey yout {(youer3 se3 10 10304 
fzomas) uey doy f2ayx2949 qT29 oo] f2epua] zeMOTg 9 293e0H Are10dwWay $(quetd Azeu073098) 
BeuIsYyIIeg ZuTzz{qeIs fueweedaenbs {(se3 ‘103eN%) reyeW UOTIS.@eUOD a>2TAIAS {(2uzAed) 293305 
7993S peszozuzey f1az0qe] 1902S ped10zuTay fAayUOW AepMog f103e2Ed9 AB3ng 29M0g {229Tpuey 
adja S(yenuew ‘podyz29) ueunjszazeq adzg {*238 ‘pos ‘zauepzen odeospuey fuozi;oweg Buyy>I024 
20qey §(peat 20 snoutwn3 tq) ucwey330y {(3uoweacd 93929U09) A2TTTqy ausor £29935 DATeA ® 
aurapAH $(°999 ‘syonaqyo3eq Buzdwnp ‘zoacd ‘327p) uewdung tropuey zeuuny 117210 fepe23 Mozeq 
1970024 dweq {(Buzaed uo yrotz{[Nq JeNucw) ucuQeOTY TeUuTpNyT3uU0] 23a20uU05 {(Suzaed) 20Tppng 9 
saduey ‘zaTeaoys a3a12U0D f*93a ‘sqrIs ‘JutItd ‘suwnToD ‘sBuz3004 ‘uosstrg ‘19TputH 937229U09 
fuewasyozeg 93929009 fzapud, azsquadicg $3eg ‘yTNg - 22TpUeH Juawan fyonz, Yr23eq UewWI2A0CD 
quowsa) fsaepuay, yIpwsyoetg f(quetd Arvuoyz3e3s) uemzdy2R0g snoutWNTg fpoTTTASUN *T SSVID 
$(3ufaeg TejuepFoul FP ‘uo; eAeOXG ‘uoTIeIedeIg 9371S) SNOLLVOIAISSVID SudUOgv 


*999 ‘aqzweutg queTts ‘aegstiq ‘723 ‘se8 ‘20304 
"YL xeAO] S3onpozd aynzzIsqns 20 sz9qSeTq satTweutg fsasodand Suyjsetg 203 22eT1}3q *%y SSVID 
Suyuutdzepun y fepez3 mojTeq ,g uoTIeAOxXe 10 YyozTp uodo 
© 210M punozBzepun fuorqzeaeoxg Butpytng Aaeay ‘srdazig P 293305 BuTzeaYS f1a4%104 A103 2"130y4 
faokeyadtg {Sutqseqqpurs ‘quewen ‘azzunp = 2z0je219d9 91zz0N {410M UOSSTeD %¢ SSVID 
@OTAOP ACT TWTs IO Tewrsyy *d712>9aT9 ‘seB = ueUNII0L 9 f(BUTpTOJJeIS ,,JUeIed,, ZurpNToUF 
20U) pToOzze2S aut] e3eqg Sutms {°939 ‘203e20d9 azadwey ‘zounmmyy Burddtyp ‘293snq Buzaeg 
*zoumeyyoer *sTOo] 27239eTg PY BTIeWNOU, fzaTpuUeH adtg fuoTIzsodwod 20 Teyz19}3ewW 93NzFISqQNs 
22420 Aue 10 Quaws> = JexTW acqaoW f1epudy uoscey {3uszToOpowsz Jurpnzoxe Buzy39014 P 
UOTIFTOWsg $209eIqQ FA 93929U0D f103c10dp TT F™qg ‘MES a2a920U0D f203e210d9 Meg UFeYD *%2Z SSVID 
2042949 9429 
TOO] 9 f203e20dQ z9M0Tg Mous faeqoy fA23ng a9Mog sodA [Iv = A2TpUr Tezz0QCH f19TpUNEH 
3stor £109109 - 29yxTNeD ae] 3OH frzdpud] 2z92e¢9H f3uaUIaD ‘ajz029U09 ‘a7eYdse ‘Q27p = ucwdwng 
$29pue] asuuny 1142q fepe23 Mozaq 1930019 dweg {22212u09 f2apuay zsquadiva fyez9u29 81 SSVID 
$(UOFIONIYSUOD BuTPTING) SNOILVOIAISSV1D SuaHOeVT 


€ govd $90%-Z8NH °ON NOISIO4G 


BoFavoeA pred ,sy90m Z °G 
4eq 
seuystayD y fSuzaz3syuey) 
zeazy Aeq theq 
Sutatssyuey, fAveg 20qe7 
tXkeq aouepuedepuy ffeq 
Tetiowey, {Aeq $,220, MON 
ssheprioH pied Z ts1e0d 
¢ Urey SseT sseuteng 
UT PeyxZ0M savy OYA 
seafojdwe 103 49 ‘saeek ¢ 
ey3 s10W SseUTSNG ay3 UT 
pe720M eaey oun seefoydwe 
203 2}pe20 Aed uotQeoRA 
03 9382 AtTinoy 2e{n3ex 

© %g Segnqtz3u0D s2AoTdmg *e 

SSALONLOOd 


% dnozp 
¢ dnozp 
Zz dnozp 
1 dnozp 
sseTjunoD Suzuzewey 
 dnoz9 
¢€ dnoz9 
Zz dnoap 
1 dnozp 
sAgunoy 31[Neqzreg 
% dnoip 
€ dnoz9 
z dnoizp 
1 dnozp 
tfhgunoy y32eg9 eNTE 
sBupyaeg Te UepToul F 
*uozieavoxg ‘uoyzezederg 837s 
SSUgATHG WONMUL 


Z Sse 
1 ssetD 
t8uraeg [Te Usp; WU PF 
‘uopaeAvoxg ‘uotze1ederg 337s 
3(d,LNO9) 
SHOLVUSdO LNAWdINOT WIMOd 


aANOITOor sae 


Suoyzzonz3Su0D Bu 
'suOLvuddO LNgad Inds 


sBuzaeg [Te UepzOwl PF 
‘uopaeAeoxg ‘uotjezedezg 93TS 
Sse] 20 s3tun ® 

JO TeTIUePTseY “NToKe ‘yI0N 
I1® 203 294e7] pog 9 edeospuey 
9 S881) 


z sseTD 
I SseT9 
suo}}2n3138u0D SutpT ENG 


Tet wepTsey 
Surpting [e;ozeumMOD 


tsaejatsweeis 

*0D peIsaTO 

*oD yaseg ent” 
3 SUTUTLSV Id) 

1993s heads 

{Suz aseTqpues f2e8ueyrzedeg 

azeystuyg f2ede], 

2eTTOY fysnag 

2*sop Sutuyewey 

2(G,1NOD) SUZLNIV. 


$907-Zenw «ON NOISIIAd) 





n 
8 
° 
a 
— 
& 
be 
o 
2 
E 
® 
S 
a 
> 
oO 
= 
fe 
~~ 
6 
= 
i 
wv 
S 
> 
— 
— 
s 
: 
i 
fe 


Se *((TT) (1) (®) C°S Saad 67) SeSNeTS 32822002 Sprepuyae 
20qQ8] 242 UT papzAoad Se ATUO paeMB 19338 pappe oq Aew pazst] sucTIe 2; s;SS¥T> 
®Yy2 JO edods 9y2 UTYITA PePNT2UZ JOU yI0M 103 pepseu suo;IV>2;Z1SSe7> peIszTUQ 


*TeIUep;IUF St BuFPTAM YOTYA 03 uoTZe10d0 Butm10jz10d 93e29 103 paqy1zosead 9382 BATeDey -SHaCTIM 


939229u09 
xtTH-Apesy 9 fewer ,,v,, 9 woog fzeTney yo3eg Azq fdwng fetxy eTSuts f203e20d9 
Azints taey0eg pettedoad-31eg f2e9 yoTTg f(esodand Aue 203 pasn odf3 [ea4H) 
203e20d9 1032982] fueweTqeIs 9 293SwWee] $(223em FY TTO peor *TTO ‘se3) zepuay yonzy 
yuel fuewéwng £(297%9 pug 2eey) 1a03e19dQ9 Aeads 203nqy23STq SnouTWwNIT_ %y dNOUd 
@1xXy wepuel y f1203nqy23sSTq SnouTuNITg %¢ dNOUd 
(S®TXV % “NTOUI) ®TXy FAL 2 dLOud 
peoy 330 Y faeTTerzl 2090e2] ftepTemM-csuRYooN 
fsuzeal yonzy {(seyoutm pa3ez0dg aeM0g PY puey JO UoTIe10d9) 22eATIQ Yonzl *1 ANOUD 
s(3uzaeg [eIUepzour PY ‘uoFIeAPox™ ‘uo; Zeaederg 93TS) SNOILVDIAISSY1D SURATUG WONUL 
: APTTO OuvIzy Yyonay y $zjo-9ye3 29MOg 
0/ SSeT 20 gH OG £203>¥21 £(2900 9 gH SC) (2d43 peg) 22920eg SusaezqtA po2T19do02g-319S 
$(auzT8eag ‘eurzy *y2AoYS 29M0gJ) ADTIO £(3v94y Aaeaodwoy) 103%} aoeds ‘oyueyooM 
faopuey ofuryo0q fuewrxDA07] $(103082], 20 YONA) Aeseerg $(SuTYysem 20 SuTYysn1z> you 21903104) 
Que{g Suzuseg2s ToAeAQ £193e0]] 2eD YUe]L 20 ucweITy fpuey yD0qg OBpo1g fa0h2Au0D %9 SsyID 
zow1zeg 002] y £3JO-9%¢2 az0omMod ynoyIIM gH ACT WTS 20 9q1 ‘zq ‘203>2e11 faeddtyp dung 
fasproads dyyp 9 pues poTTOdoad-j10s *nyouy OdAQ acTTwIs 20 OdSdy (10M0g) sUTY CH BuzzopyNoYs 
{(aveTtwys 20 Aj20yeT4Z) saepeoads dry potytodord-zyag faezT{oy fdwng tsyoer poyengoy szoMmog 
fcupyory Butaog p saeBny poyenzoy z9Mm0g fodA3 aeT{wrs 20 azayneyAeg $(ad43 AaeTywys 20 susV219 
aoqarg) z0proy f293371dS 807 2T{Neapsy f{TeuND azzuND f(Tor3ed 10}30W) A9pern f*ph “nd T 
*nyouT yp 03 dn ‘2zeproy pug quoay f(a0mod) 20331q youozy wiog {(poaezado aomod) (opetq 
Tata TNwW) ACS 92a29U0D faepuN FY SyHT BITSQO{ UO AzexTW 93e22U0D fAeads Pp ‘ouTYCH autor ‘QROT, 
TeuTpNzT3u0y fouzyrcen Buy istuyy szepeeads ¥ 103nqQTz23STq e3e22U0D f(19M0g) (A2pud]) eUTYIeN 
Sutystuyy snouswnatg ¥ 2epeeads snouzwngytg {22900 10 Wad OS ‘10ssoidwoy aty t¢ SSVID 
8q,LNOD 
(3ufaeg TeuUepFoOUT P ‘uCFIeABIxy ‘uoTaVzede1g 937S) SNOILVDIZISSVID SYOLYURdO LNAWdIMa waMod 


$ aovd $907-Z8NW °ON NOISIO9G 


29WUUTg DAIL Bp «nwaphy 
Sotueyooy atedoy 10 Sutyjuewsyg ‘uoTIeTTeIsSUT yuo, T1294 $(edAa azeTywTs 20) Tinecuany 

$(323 ‘acaem ‘2amas) outycey BuTYyouary £330-aHe] 22eM0g JNOYITA GH OS 22A0 ‘203>002] fzjo-ayey 
20M0g YIM GH 2PTFWIS ac OGL ‘7q 29A0 ‘2039e2] fauTYyoeEW aseTTeg PY 29ducy eT, $(3uzaed) 
(u2azig 20M0g) mI0g dTTS fs2z2TTOy 200g daays f*yreIay Soyy2eg ‘2030e2] mie p21tz-20qqny 
f2aa0 9 suca g ‘z9TTOY fTTTWBNg £,,9 22AO ‘auTYDeW BuTI0g TeIJUOZTI0y P|IeNIoy zeMOg 

$2900 9 *H*M"H OOT S290uT3uq aueTg 29M0g feuTYyouH SuTpusg 20 BuyUeeTD ‘3utddery suzyzedsg 
f*deo azaddoy 229a0 9 *pd “nd 1 ‘aedeems dnyotg feutysey BuTT {IH Buyaeg fodAg azezTywTs 20 937y 
Aay3tw (ueatig 29em0g) euTYycey BSutdwey 20 azeyeo1g Butaeg fsdung ‘s10jze19U09 fsoutyoe 
Sutplem ‘szosseidwop 2aty se yons ‘soutyoey eTdz3TNH f2epTe= 20 2TuUeYDIDy feaz,oOwWoO07 
fzoseaig pea] {(asuect] OTT, 10 UeMeyUeL) UeMIsyoUNeT] {(190m0d) azeUuT3ug yszoq f*ph 

*N> [ 20A0 ‘zapeo] pug quorg f1sy>2e3S A9qQuNT 20 3z77 YI0J f197128D STppez3g 20 3z77 yI0g 
£ITT2q ®1q9eD 20 urnyD 20 Areq0y AneoH ‘s3ty T1Tt1qg f(euTTedtg) sutyrceH odog fauryoey qung 
tqueTg @urueez2s PY Busysniy *SutyseM TeAezD 20 (9u03s PY T2ACI3) QueTG Butysnzp faTTqoy 
22029u0D fsyT 22A0 ayzsqof uo zexqW 93e29U0D fgH OST 22AO 1933N) 902] Y 199S0A1eq dzyD 
$soad42 ae{TWTs 20 suc3eq_ y20y YITA $1032e21] 3eD f(woog pezerzedo 1aMmM0qg) yon1y woog f£(1aN0g) 
2utystuyyz y rzepeerds snouzuwngyzg £(232e29uU0D) JuetTg y23Ieg f22TT THONG f(2eTTWIS 20 TWO) 
DUTYWR Peoy WyewoIny fqueTg sezFTyqQeIS SnousuNITg 3TeYydsy f{TTIq 420y yIeIL ATy ty SSVID 
A2ZFTIQeIS TOS BurTeAezy pe1Tedoad-jz1 ag f2aa0 

9 *spX *n>d ze “deg yonz3g = azsdeazsg fe3e10dwng faepeirp Buz eaaTzy f20}2"1, TeNMg *%¢ SsvID 
220 9 dH OOT - 2¥0q8nl 9p fouezD 

z2TMeID = sueID YOnay fedfy woog - 203082] f1ede2z2g wepuel fzseut3uq QueTq UOT IEIe3yAzzOy 
ffutazapettg teddy aeyywrs 10 Aemuop ‘suotie10d9 Buzyony *NToUT ‘euTYysey SuTyONW fAzddng 
zamog *nTouUT ‘ato fpeoy *SuzAeg v3e29U0D (BZutaeg) r9xzW fotTUeYIRY 299Sey foueIy eATOWOI0T 
{snourtwnjtg p yzomyI2eg BuyysfuTy ‘ToI3eg 20730W 20 zBperg f29A0 P *spA *Nd ¢ *zepeoT 

J quo1rg faseuz3ug y (2em0d) e8paig ‘szeeuz3uq 10 e8paaq f*de> pazez *33y *spA “nd ¢ 03 da 
Jo23u0> ed43-TeA0us Yy3TA juowdynbs zeTTwys z0/pue sut{Seag $(Azeuoyz3e3s 20 Spyys) (2eM0g) 
(38133738 20 Ang) yoFa10q fgyE aeao quetTg AaeuozzeIS ‘zeXTW 93912U0D fAeMeTQeD *%Z SSVID 
@sn ut o1e sunag ¢ UeYys 

Sutatag eTtd £*¢e> poyez *3zy 2200 Y *sph *n>d ¢€ STo2QUO> 9d{3-TaACYS YITA auowdrnbe zeT FURS 
29420 Jo/puc ouy{3eag fqyf Burpnyoxe ‘woog ,c¢y 29A0 YyITA sUeID {30]$q 203d02T19H *%T SSVID 
t(Suzaeg [eIWepFoUL PY ‘uoFIeAeoxy ‘uoFQesede2g 83TS) SNOILVDIAISSVID SHOLVUSdO LNANdINOA waNOd 


203e20d0 3J03eAeTA {32080019 
30 32e@TTO ‘$(3ee0y A2e20dwe3) 303e0aH eords TeDTUeYDeW - 6 SSYTID 
203e30d9 suTyoeN SuIpTeN 
£2@TTO eueID yONIAL ¢(AaTOedes 3zsddoy 3zeao pue *pA *nd {) Jsedeang * 
dn-yotd tueweyeiag *‘2eeH Azeis0dway ‘uewerta £3203e298d9 320AaAUOD 
3zo/pue dung ‘28a0 30 W4AD OSP ‘’203e298d0 JOSseidwoD 3TyY - 8 SSVID 
*pA *n> { 03 dn *3203e3ed9 JepeoT pug qUOIg 
fazIs IeTWIS 30 Z<-G 303e3edO JOROeIL £303e3adD aRTUND fesusozTI 
SSCTD 3S3Ita ‘ueWeITY, !303eI398dD WUeTd YO3eG Be3eI79U0D = Z SSVTIO 
zo3e3edQ dwng 3UTOd TT9mM *Za 3eA0 3039e2ed0 30R0R2] 4(29A0 pue My 
OOT ©3 Tenbe seTdt3TNwW UO 3eA0 pUe MY ONT) JeeuTbUg AUeTd 38eaM0g 
$203e3edQ 3eTI2eD SsTppejay3s {(wn3zp suo) Jesutbug 3stoH {303e2ed9 
zepeoy pug 3u0I7g ‘uOTIONIASUOD BuIpTIng 320 3zepuTTAD 3sozeAeT_ 30Z 
6uiTTrzp vossteo 30oz3 pesn usym uanyd 320 Azejoy Aaeay - sbtu Tty3G 
$*do 2@XTW 83829U0D 4303e3edO YONI, WoOg 433TTHxI0a £303e10dD 
@uTYyoRW eGA3z-CSRTdWOD 10 e3eJoduNg ‘JapTemM 30 StUReYoeW ¢(wNIp Z) 
Jeeautbug 3STOH {(seuTYyoew 820m 30 Zz) 303e3ed9 JOAeAUOD 10/puR 
303e30dQ dung ‘3800 30 WJD OSP ‘203e3ed0 AOSSeidWOD 3TY - 9 SSVID 
*@SUeDTI JeTYD ‘ueweITZ 
{seuezDd STOTYSA UTeII2L TTy {woog YyITM 3203eI3edO JORDeAL £32800 
8 ,00T AzeuCTIe3S —- SeUeID Jemoy 4 (3eRZeWTIeqG bUIpPTIng epysuz) 
203e3eadQ eUeID pReayIeAO {303e3edO aaTROWODZ07 { (e270 30 SuNIp ¢€) 
zeeutbug 3stoH ¢(6eTz3TaS 3 AnD) yOTIIeq *qrf BburpnToUuy “woog 
3° ,0ST Sutpntouy you 3 03 dn seuUeID 3eTMeID 3 YONIL = § SSVID 
$G,1NOD (U0FQ2NI9SULD SuTPT ENG) SNOILVDIAISSVID SYOLVUadO LNGNdINDG wandd 


pu 
*s 


% dvd $907-78NN °ON NOISIIAG 





® 
3 
o 
Z 
~ 
; 
& 
3 
& 
o 
5 
a 
> 
3 
tf 
~ 
5 
S 
a 
& 
3S 
> 
— 
S 
f 
5 
& 


SPpeTq 29zZ0p YITA 
S2z0R9eduOD ¥ AeTTOI f‘edA3 woog-dund szez5U0D ‘euTYyoeW HbuTYyouezs3 
fasew ,0€ UeYy SSEeT YITM Aebbtp SeToY ueATAp azemod ‘TOzQU0D pzeOg 
Teued ‘eTdtatnw-z0Aeau0D ‘woog TTez ‘euTYyoew AeT aTeYdse {(z72eA0 20 
$9 dy sutbue) 33TT-TY 20 2z03e2ed0 zepeoT ‘juewdtnbe edfé3 2z9dez08 
{2@yO3TP 20 QueUldTnbe zepeoT 20 SOY YITM Quewdtnbe esxTT 20 2030823 
uospiog ‘2@A0 20 ¢9 dy eutbue) azezop {(29A0 pue ,Sf) 33TL 47208 
IA dnouS 
(,0€ 2@pun) wooq septs 
¢(epetq) Tozzed zoj0w {(3sew ze6u0T 3 ,O€ UTM) 2zebHTp estoy useazazp 
zemod {(sumzp z 20 1T) 420M AouwTYS pue yoRys HuTOp eTTYM sySsToY 
fsumap ezow 20 z butzezedo eTTYM Ssystoy tzeyoTd Arzeyo ‘sauerD Oszphy 
{TTepezb :(209a0 3 “pA p/£) soyyoeq ¢TTeYSweTS ‘Teacys ‘ouTTbezp 
{zeeutTbue AzeATapeTtd ‘1z03e1edo 3ueTd yoReq preog Toued ‘AoTATYyA 
{TTezrOuoW pesyzeAo puke Yooy-suers izeptem ‘otueyoow Aqnp Aaron 
A dnouS 
yotzzeq AnD £(2eA0 pue ,0£ SUIOOG) wood spTs 
AI dhowS 
ezow 20 *pA *no ¢€ jo quowdtnbe edAéQ suerS TTe pue seuRero 29M03 TTR 
“(QT£ butpntTous) wooq JO ,00Z-00T UTM Queudtnbe edAj euero TI¥ 
III dnouS 
(qt Butpntout) woog ZO ,00€-002 YzTM Auewdtnbe edAQZ suez90 TI 
II dno 
(Qt{ Sutpntout) 2zeao 20 woog JO ,00€ 4YITM Quewdtnbe edAQ suez TIv 
I dno 


*SUOLWAadO LNAWdINOa wamMOd 


zepez6 e3ezDU0D fy10M ,szez0qe TA uo 
-OsuUos UT Sz03eIedO YyOxX0R BuTRA4No USU TeUbTs ‘eTzzou qdaoxe eabeneta ute 


, pue S5utzez0do butpeez pue ‘zetazp pues butuunz ‘pues butusez0s 
{squetd yo 3eq uo usw eTeos [Te fszezoqe{T Aq pesn PO mmo se enedien 50 suaniee 
Teeym SeoeTdexr YOTYM Jueudtnbe Teotueyoou pedotessp Aqmou Tie ‘seyjoTo 
20 UTS pue e498 ‘YyzTReY OF SnoTinfurUsYyM sTeTze3zeEU ayTT 20 ‘sptoe ptnbrt 
: STeTISEZeW pezee13 IO pazosoeID buTTpuey ‘ejersU0o jo S5utoetd Butpntout 
seutyoeu Sutxtw ayfunh pue ‘eutyoem a3e20-dund ‘outyoru 6butxtu ze3setd pue 
azej3z0w ‘edop y3tmM butyz0m uew TTe Sutpntout ‘Sutddezm pue but3ee73 6butdop 
edtd Tre ‘butuesto yuez ‘usw jod pue 313304 Tre ‘ptozzeos Burburms uo 420m 
sSI@pusz TSYSTUTZ ZuUSUIeS fSIOOTZ AO puNnoIb syR wWorZ .*33 OF AeAO yzomybyy 
‘ezexye 4xp pue SieTize> poy ‘Siextw aej1z0w ‘sieizeysetTd pue suoseu juswes 
- suoseu ‘SzeyjeT Butpusz ATA0e1Tp pue sptozzeos burjzoeze uSw ‘syorf wrz0z 
¥ts pue seyout anoz 03 dn sdumd ze3em jo si03zrasdo fuot3nqTa3stp butpntoxe 
YO3TP Ou 3e buTTpuey pue szeAeT STT? uTeIp pue z9MesS TTe észezogeT 3y3 
ZO UOTIOTPSFANF oy aepun swos 3eY2 S103RIed0 T003 eutyoew TIv - II dnouS 


(P,3U05) SusuOaVT 
P,3U05) SNOILINIdGG dNOuD NOILWOIdisswid 


we 


@ awd €90-ceuO ON NOISIoad 


Sze20qeT woOUMOD pue fs20 
Al3O01Tp ST uvCW ay UDZYyM 3Adeoxe ‘sebes 20 3SToy ‘STeTzezeEW jo suypeeren 


pue 6Bbutprot ‘staqep jo buTzeeTS pue BbuturetTo ‘sarzn3on13s 
butzez pue buTyoe1m tsmopuTmM jo Susweeto Setprtour cbutenote rie Sthraeiee 
JO UOTINGTAISTP pue QuUEeWODS ‘Tee3S *‘zoqunt 30 ButTpuey fa3ezDuU05 3° Bburoetd 
pue butteaeym ‘AtTuo burttd 349038 103 sebes 20 3sToy wozz pur O23 STeT103eN 
30 Sutpeotun pue burpeoyt ‘juewdtnbs pue stetz03ew 3° 6butpeotun pue 5urpeor 
‘S30d obpnuls pue SiepueueTesS Jo buTztz ‘yI0M 32Tp pue Sut66tp ttw - I anowo 


*SuauOdvT 


SNOILINIddG dNOudY NOILYOIdAISSYIO 


SUSLLIAId 1 d-Suaawntd 

sToo? aenod yoor 3ee8qS 

snouTum3tq 20 30H 

Aeads pue burysetqpues 

ebe3s pue yz0mMy5TH 

A anoud zeTTOs pue ysnzg 

AI danouo +SUaLNIVd 

III anouy Sb" +she (zepun pue zTeYy-uo0Z 

II anoud *peq 3813) AeATAP YyouszL 

I dnowud Sb*+8h€ uewpuno1r9 

tSUAAIUG NONUL Sb°+8hE uewzepmod 

AeysSTUTZ Ozzezz9L 3 ATIL Sb +8he uewzoumeYyyoec 

SUALLAS AIL Sb*+BHE (203 e20d0 

SUaNuOM OZZWuUNaL YOUTM) I9ATIP YOn1zz SUuTT 

SUALLIA4 USTANINGS SH°+BHE zoze1edo jueudtnbe AneoH 

*Aeq sew3zstzyo Sb°+85€ zozer10do 2e65tp STOH 

Skeq butatbsyueyL, ‘Aeq Sh +8hE szeotids eTqeD 

zoget ‘Atnge 30 ysp ‘AUG b°+8he usuloUuyTT 
TetTzowew ‘Aeq Siee, AON *NOILONYLSNOD ANIT 

TSAEPTIOH Pyed XTS--¥ 00°T Ir dnozp 

v+88°T SUBAVI UOOTA LAOS | 00°T I dnoip 
Le°t SUSMYOM TYLAW LagHS *SugUogvT 
6£°T sugaoou | LEZ SUaNAOMNOUT 
8t*z XI anouS To°T sugizvi1o 
Bt*z IIIA dNoUD vEe*T+BE szeottds eTqeD 
8t°z IIA dNOwD PE*T+E suetots300eTa 
g8t*z IA anoud *SNVIOINLOGTS 
st°z2 anouS USWISATIPST Fd-SIUSTIMTT TH 
8t°z anoud siejquedie5 
Bt*z anoud *SUaLNAdaVD 
8t°z anoud SNOSYWANOLS-SUSAWTNOIUS 
8t*z dnoud SuaNwwaaTiog 
SuayuomM SOLSaaSY 


*(seT2038 anoz ButpnTouy pue oF dn sjuoeuwj2ede 

pue sowoy Attwez etbuts S5uypntoxe) s30eforg buTPItna *wuOM JO NOILdINOSad 
988SE 23 9% UT TIBET ‘OT AINE PezeP TSOP-18HO “ON NOISIOaG saqasugadns 
uoTIeoTTGnd JO e3eq *a1VG €90p-zeNO “ON NOISIOgG 
OUNGSLLId *ALNNOD WWOHYTNO ‘*aIWLS 


NOISIOgaG SvaaqgsuadnAs 





n 
8 
= 
° 
Zz 
~ 
3 
& 
be 
2 
§ 
3 
Zz 
> 
oO 
- 
oe 
Zz 
Ss 
=z 
3S 
> 
~ 
be 
: 
m 
: 


6Z) SesneTS 2OR2QU0D Sprzepueys A0GeT 
943 UT peptacad se ATUO pazeMe 2903932 
peppe eq Aew pejst{T suotTzeoTstsse[o 


STOO} zemod yoox3e0Ys5 
STOO} pueYy yOoTeDYNS 
snouTtun3ztq 20 20H 

&eads 20 butysetqpues 
e6e3s 20 yz0mySTH 

AeTTOI 

apuobem 30 7/T M/N) SUZLNIVd 
snouTtun3ztq 20 30H 

Aeads pue 6utqsetqpues 
‘eb6e3s pue y2z0myStH 


* (TT) (1) (®) S*S “aa 


ey2 JO AdoDs |ey3 UTYUITM PepnToUT jou 


YIOM OZ 


YOTYM 02 UCTRe2edo BbuTwz0zzed 4jze19 
203 peqtzosezd e3e2 SATSI001--SUuaCTAM Gbr+she 


*) pue a Ybnoays W - SAWdI 10H " 90°T 


aIvd 9 


S2e0eh g 18eA0 149 = *s2A ¢§ 03 *SOW 


3} zoueG 
ebutizg 


obem 30 Z/T M/S) SUZLNIVd 
(zepun pue ZTey pue uoj 

Ppeq 38TF) ASATAp yonazy 
uewpuno15 

uewzepmog 

(*do youTm) yonz3 ouTtT 
uPWZeUMeY YOR LC 

(jueTeatnbe 3e5 10 
Tod) ‘do quewdtnbe Aaeoy 
azo3e19d0 2e65tp etoH 
siz90T{ds eTqeD 

usweUuTT 

NOILOOULSNOD ZNIT 

Ir dnoip 

I dnoip 

*Suauodvt 

SUYAMYOMNOUT 
SUaaIZWI9 

zedtey Azeuotzeqoig 
siedton 

uewXeurnor 

*SHYOLONYLSNOD YOLVASTA 
sizs0TTds eTqed 
suejToTs30e1Tg 

*(III GNOZ) SNVIOIULOgTa 
szs0tTds eTqeo 
SuUeTOTIz00TA 

II 3NOZ) SNVIOINLOaTa 
szeoetds etqea 
suetotiz300Ta 

?(I GNOZ) SNVIOIULogIg 
SNOSWW LNaWaD 

UsUTSATIPST Td-SIYSTAMTT IW 
S19e3uUed1e5 
*SdaLNaddvo 

SUYAAVTAOIUG 

Suaguvwag Tio 
SUYIWUOM SOLSAESY 


Pepesu suocTzeotstsse[o GaLSIINA Sb°+8he 


*TeQueptouT st Bbutptom Sb+ehe 
Sb°+ehe 


Sb°+8hE 
Sb*+8he 


Sb°+ehe 
Sb°+B%E 
Sb°+ake 


2d Sie8, MON-Y 
*SAVGITIOH Givd 
SAWGITIOH GIv¥d NaAgS-- 


SQId 93¥2 ATAnoy OTSeq JO og 


III dnowd w+sop*z 
II dnouDd w+sor'z 
I_dnouD 
tSUaAING wOnNL bE *T+8E 
SUYAAWI NOOTA LaOS PE“ T+8E 
SUILLId UPTANIUdS 
SYayuOM ‘IWLEW LaaHs 
Sugadoou 
XI dnoud 
IIIA anowD 
IIA anoud 
IA anoud 
A anoud 9L° 
AI anoud 8P°T 
III anouo 8b°T 
II anoud 
I_dnouo sc°t 
**SudO LNaWdINOa wamod | STH*Z 
SUUILLIAWVILS-SUaaWN'Td 8L°T 


O8°+tP 
O8*+tp 


08 *+8P 
O8"+8d 


*(S8T203S Inox HutpntouT pue o3 dn sjuewjzede 

pue sowoy ATtwez eTbuts Hbutpntoxe) sz0efo1q HuTPTtIng :4YOM dO NOILdIudsaaq 
9v9vbudoh UT TS6T ‘b tequieydes pezep 690-T8xO “ON NOISIO3G Sadasugans 
UOTIBOTTGnd JO e3eq ‘taLYG z790%-z8xO “ON NOISIOgG 
YANODVM *ALNNOD WWOHVYTIO ‘4dLVLs 


NOISIOad svadgsugdns 


*(TT) (T) (@) $°S “HAD 6Z) SOeSNeTS 35R7QU0D SpzepuRys 
z0qeT 8Yy3 UT peptaozd se ATuO pzeme 2933" Peppe oq Aew pezstl suor3@eorztsseyro 
ay} JO edoos oY} UTYITM PEPNTOUT ZOU YAOM AOZ pepesu SUCTREOTZTSSETS GALSTINA 


*TequeptTouT st BSurptea 
yoTys 03 uoTZezedo Hbutwzozzed 4ze19 103 peqtzoseid 9304 SAte9e2--SuzdTAM 


z@a0 pue spzeX ¢ syonz3 9302002 xTu-Apeoy -_ A dnOud 

spzek ¢ Bbutpntout 30u 3nq 03 dn syonz3 e7e19U0D xtw-Apesu = AI dnoud 
SI@TSS9YA use ‘SI0;De13 Se YONS ‘QuUeUdTNbe zeT 
<-TWTS pue SIZATIP TeTTeI3 1030e13 ‘3uewdrnbe Sbutaow TeTte7ew Aaray 20430 320 
‘sttnd zouing ‘sdump-twes ‘suobem fddysstsstw ‘SptTone ‘syonz3 YouTM *yonzZ 

eTod se yons jueudtnbe Aaeey Sutpntout 2zeao pue sped 9 20 S02 § - IIT dNOUS 

spzek 9 20 suoj p BSutpntTouT you 3nq o3 dn pue spzeé p» 20 SuoRZ ¢€ - IT dhowd 
sesnq pue setTpog exye3s ‘Speq 3eTZ ‘syonz3 dump se yons ‘spzeX » 

z0 suoj ¢ BuTpNToUT 30uU 3nq 03 dn pue spzeA &zZ 20 SsuoR HT ‘dn-yota - I dNOUS 

tSUZAIYG WOnNL 


zozeredo zeTyer3 doz FIT pue seseezD 
XI anouS 
*ueu pue yorq sutyoeu AetT Qteydse ‘S5uttpuey yINq 3Teq zAnonuTQUOO 
@Tbuts-203e2ed0 AOA@AUOD {2eTTO SUeTD JO ASATIP ASTTO suezD yonz3 
tuewtenzg 4(z 20 T) dumd {(z 20 [) eutTyoew BurpTem {(zZ 20 [) 2epun 
pue *33 *no 00S ‘z0sSezdwoo ite !°3z3 *nd gt ueyz SseT tzeddoy yQTA 
*2OXTW 8307DUOD {(OTQeWORNe) edAéQ BuTpTTnq - A0RRASTS QuUOURUTEW 
: Ilia dno 
souTyoew 10 STOSsUCD wo2z3 pezerzedo 
ueym soutTyoeu ButttTtap Arej,02 203 2z03ezed0 ‘peztnbex 37 pue usYyA 
sfeTatum ebzeq{ uo uew Teubts ‘*do dund 3utod TjTem ‘3ueTd butusszos 
‘zepezb wioz ‘dwnd e3ze19u05 {*do peezos ‘buT{Tpuey yxINqd 3{eq 20 
snonuTt3UoD ‘Tanp-1z03ezedo0 z0AeAU0D { (eTGezz20d) z03zez7edO jUReTd Yyoueq 
{SQUSWYOEZIE JNOYITM JO YITM-1099e73 AOwIeZ ‘zexTwTatnd fz03nq 
<T23STP AsTTO ‘squeTd buTysnz5 ‘z03e2edo0 AeTTOq ‘uewertz ‘sr90utbue 
Butqzezedo jo uotZoTpstan( zepun srzsjQeey tzoduez 120/193SsNq 93901909 
{3syToy Touuoszed yo edd SHurpttng 20 zozeASTS epTszno ‘sedAZ {Te 
ASTTOI foweszz-yv YITM YONI YyOUTA {*deTS TeseTg ‘szeeuTbus QueTd 103 
-eiaue5 ‘juewdtnbe azeTtwrs pue yeoqoq “3zTT-7103 ‘9 02 ¢€ *427093eq 
*sdund :(1) °33 °NS 00S 22940 ‘z0SsezdwoD ate ‘zepun 3 °*3zZ “ND 
00S ©3 ¢€ ‘az0SSazdwod ate ‘9 03 ¢€ ‘suTYoew BuTpTaM ‘wnzp suo Buzz 
-eiodo uaym-3stoy !2066n3 ‘euTyoew burbpezp ‘ebaeq pues ‘19Aa0 pue 
+ "23 "NS BI ‘aextw ‘3e0q SnQ ‘ouTYyoew butz0q fzseUuTbUe SATIOWOSOT 
11A dnous 


*(P,3405) SYOLVuadO LNGWdI 


———OOO 


(P,3405) SNOILINI43G dNOUD NOIIVOIdISSVTO 


& g@ovd €90%-Z8xO “ON NOISIOgG 





n 
@ 
© 
= 
° 
a 
— 
5 
8 
cel 
o 
2 
& 
o 
> 
° 
Z 
> 
w 
= 
Se 
— 
6 
Z 
ty 
+ 
3 
> 
— 
s 
a 
3 
z 


“(TF)(T) (®) S°S “Had 6Z) SesNeTS Z5e23U09 spzepueys 
zoqgetT e423 UT peptAozd se ATuo pzemMe 2993e poppe eq Aeu pezSTT suOoTReOTZISSeTO 
843 JO edoos SY2 UTYITM PepNToOUT jou y%20M 203 pepeou SUOTRIEOTIZISSETO GaLSIINA 


*TeQUsepToUT st BbuTpTea 
d 8382 8ATI902--SsugzdTaAM 
29A0 pue spzeh € SyoNz3 SReZDU0D xTU-Apeoy - A dnoud 
spzeh € SutpntouT you 3nq 03 dn syonz3 a3e20U02 xtw-Apeoy - Al anoud 
ST92TSSYM US} ’Szr070P23 Se Yyons ‘jueUdTNbe zeT 
-FUTS pUue SIDATIP AeTTeIZ AORD0IR ‘QueWdTNbe BHutaow Tetz903eU Aaesy 29430 20 
*‘STINd xeuIny ‘Sdunp-twes ‘suocbem Tddtsstssty ‘spttone ‘syonz3 youTa ‘yonzg=. 
eTod se yons juewdtnbe Aaray Sutpntout: zea0 pue spied 9 20 suo3z ¢ = TII dnoud 
spzeX 9 20 suo3 » butpntouT you 3nq 03 dn pue spzed y 20 suoz ¢ - II dnoUuDd 
Sesnq pue setpoq exes ‘speq 4eTz ‘syonz3 dump se yons 


‘spzeX » 
20 suo3 ¢ Sutpntout jou anq 03 dn pue spzed HZ 20 Sud AT ‘dn-yoTtad - FT anouD 


‘ *SYSAIUG WOOL 

zozeredo 2eTTe23 doz ATT? pue zesevez9 
XI dnoud 
*ueu pue yoeq suTyoeu AeT QTeydse ‘SutTpuey yTNq 3Teq znonuTjQUOD 
eTbuts-roze19edo zoAaau0d fzeTTO Suez 30 AzeATAp Z8TTO euez5 yonz3 
suewtenzy £(z 20 [) dumd {(z 20 [) eutTYyoew S5utptem :(z 20 T) zepun 
pue °33 "NS 00S ‘rtOsserdwod ate {*33 *nd gt ueYyy ssatT rzeddoy y3TA 
*‘ZOXTW SZeTOUCD ¢(OTZeWORNe) edfé3Z buTpTtng = z03ReAeTe jusuewzed 
IIIA dnous 

SouTyoew IO STOsUOCD wo2zz pezerodo 
ueym soutyoew SutTTtzp Azej0z 203 z03e2ed0 tpeztnbez 37 pue usya 
sketaztys ebze{T uo uew Teubrs :*do dumd 3utod ttem :3jueTd butTueoz08 
fzepez6 wi0z idumd e3eazDu05 ‘*do peeios ‘:butTTpuey xTNq 3Teq 20 
snonutzuos ‘Tenp-ro3eredO ACAeAUOD { (@eTQeRIOd) 203e2edGo juetd youreq 
fSQUSUTYSeRIE YNOYRTM JO YRTM-20R5e73 TowIeZ faextwyatnd ‘103nq 
“T23STp zeTTO ‘squetTd butysnzs ‘203e1Eed0 AzeTToq ‘uewerzTz ‘sz90uyzbue 
butzezedo yo uotTROTpstan( zopun szejeey fzo0due3 20/2038nq a3a190U09 
f3stToy Teuuosied jo ed4éj butprtng 20 z03eAaTS Sptsyno ‘saedd3 {Te 
A9TTOI fowesz—-y YITM YONI2 YOuUTM f*oaTS TesetTq ‘szd0uTbuUe QuUeTd 103 
-ez0u0b sjuowdtnbe aeTtwts pue yeoqoq ‘33TT-yI03 #9 03 £ *k1033eq 
‘sdund :(T) °33 °ND 00S zeAO ‘2OSseadwoD ate {zopun 9 “33 °no 
00S 03 € ‘zOSsazdwod ate ¢9 02 € ‘oUTYOrM BuTPTeM ‘unap sUO Suzy 
“eiodo usym-3sToy {2956n3 ‘outyorw buTbpoap ta@bieq pues ‘{2zea0 pue 
* "323 °NS BT ‘zextu ¢Qr0q 5nQ ‘autyorw butz0q ‘zsautbue @ATIOWODOT 


I1lA dnoud 


—_—_———————————————————— ee 


(P,3405) SYOLVUSdO INSWdifOa YaMOd 
es : 
(G,NO5) SNOILINIdgd anouD NOLLVOIdISSWIDS 


€ . ada 790b-z8uO “ON NOISIOad 


YOTYM 03 UOTZeIedO BurtwxzOz20d 43e29 20z peqtzosez 


SPeTT 29Z0P YUTa 
S2030edwoa 9 20TTO2 ‘odA3 woog-dwnd o3e29u05 fouTYyorw butyouez3 
fasew ,0€ UeYyy SSOT YRTM A0bbtp oToy uoATIp azoMOd {1027305 preog 
Tourd ‘oTdratnw-zoA0Au0D swoog [Tez ‘ouTyorw AeT QTeYdse {£(29A0 329 
$9 dy outbus) 33TI-TY 20 ao3e10doO zopeoT ‘juowdtnbe odA3 zodezog 
{20y23Tp 20 3uowdtnbe zepeo, 20 soy YITM QuOWdINbs SyYTT 20 1030e"23 
uospz0g f2aA0 20 SQ dy sutbuse) azezop ‘(zeA0 pure ,St) 33 30, 
i TA dnow 
(,0€ 29pun) wooq ops 
£(epetq) Toz3ed zoj0m {(3Ssew 2z96u0T 3 ,0£ 43TH) 2zebhbtp sToy UsATIp 
zomod :(sunzp z 20 T) 320m AouwtTyS pue yor3s Bbutop eTTym S3SToy 
{sunzp ezow 320 Zz butyzezedo eTTYyM S3stoy fzexyoTd Azzsyo ‘feuRzD Ozphy 
tTTepezB :(z9a0 3 *pA p/£) eoyyoRq fT TeysweTS ‘Teaocys ‘euTt{6ezp 
{zseutTbue zeatapetTtd ‘z03e2edo QueTd Yyojeq p2zeoq Toued ‘AaTzyYyA 
{[}Tezouow peeyzreAO pue YOOY-suPID ‘zeptem totuReYyoow Aqnp Aavoy 
. 4 dnous 
yoFzz0q Anp £(29a0 puke ,O¢ SWOOg) wWoog sprs 
e AI dnow 
ezow 20 *pk *nd ¢ JO Quowdtnbe edf3 suez> TTe pue seurid 29M02 TTe 
‘(qt¢ ButpntoutT) wooq 30 ,00Z-00T 43t4 Queudtnbe edAQ suezD ttw 
III anos 
(qt¢ Butpntout) wooq zo ,00€-002 43TH Juowdtnbe edA3Z suez> TIv 
Il anoud 
(qt 5utpntouy) 2zea0c 20 wood JO ,00€ YITA quowd tnbe edé3 euez9 TIv 
, I anoup 


*SYOLWaadO LNaWdI1NOd UaMoOd 


zepe1z6 e3ez9U05 es a pes — 
- nezedo yo203 But3qno uew Teubts ‘etzzou ydeoxe ‘Si935 
coe banana ietieie pue ‘zeTap pues Suyuunz ‘pues Hutusez9s szez0qet T{# 
ts3ueTd yo3eq uO usw eTeOS TTe ‘szez0qRT &q pesn Atsnotaead satShnq oe 
TeeuM seoetTdez yoTym jueudtnbe TeoTueysou pedojTsaep ATAou Tre eouree 
JO UTYS pue ede “YRZTREY OF “SNOTAN(uTUSYyM STeTIezZeW SYTT 20 “SpToe PFA Ft 
‘sTeTzezew pe_eez3 1O pezosoerzD BuyTpuey ‘ejzez9u0D JO butoertd server 
‘sauTyoeu butxtw eytunB pue ‘seutyorw o3020-dund ‘sutyoew Sutxtu eoere = 
ze3z0u tedop y3tm butTyz0m usw [Te SutTpntout *Bbutddeim pue butjeez3 yon 
edtd [Te ‘HbutueeTo yuez ‘usw Od puke 8T339x% TI ‘prTozzeos butbutas uo = 
{szepue3 AsySTUTZ yUeWIeS ¢S100TZ IO punoIH sy? WOIZ °3Z OF SAO YTOMY ty 
tszoxtu Azp pue SieTzzeo poy ‘SiexTu JeR10W ‘sieze3seTd pue sucsus — 
*suosew ‘Sszay3eT buTpuez AT3Oe2Tp pue SpTOzzeos HutZ0e7e UEU ceuewe ee 
dtTs pue seyout aznoz 03 dn sdwnd 2903emM jo sz03e1ed0 {UOTINQTIISTD urpat 
, *yoaTp ouz 3e BbuTTpuey pue szeAveT OTT UTeAp pue reMeS TTP ¢szer10qeT 942 
3O uCTIOTpPSTAME syy azepun suod ey? Si103e19doO TOO} euTYyoORW TIv = II diloud 


Szez0qeT UOoUNIOS ee ee 
ST uew oy UsYyM Adeoxe ‘sabes 320 YsTOY ‘sTeTze3eU JO SuTp 
pue gareees tort Prgy Bega Sve pue ButueeTS ‘soznjonz3s [Te pue Surpt red - 
butzez pue SutTy902m fsmopuTM jo butuPaTS butTpnTouT *butuestS Te oreo 
gO UOTINGTAZSTP pue QueUwed *TeeqIs ‘zoOquNT jo HutTpury sa3019U0D jo ae 
pue buTToous *ATuo bHut{Ttd yOo3s 203 sabrd zo ysToOY worzZ pur OF ott 
jo butprotun pue burpeoy, ‘juowdrnbsa pue sTetzejzew jo butprotun pue pest 
{$30d obpnws pue szopueweyes jo buyazazz ‘410m 32}p pue 6butbbStp itv in ; 


SNOILINIdSG dNOUS NOILVOIAISSWID 


——————— 


z obea Z90b-zeu0O “ON NOISIOaG 





§ 
Z 
~~ 
5 
§ 
: 
3 
Zz 
> 
3 
ce 
a 
2 
~ 
3S 
> 
i 
a 
] 


: (.0€ psy. ot cents 

(2 O23ed zoj0W !(4Sew z9Bu0T ¥ ,OF YATA) 3z9bhtp sToy u 
: tones Treanap 2 20 T) 420m AduwTYyS pue yorgs butop sTTyA szszoy 
{sumap 920u 20 z buTzezedo eTtym s3stoy tzoyotd Aazoyo toueto orphy 
tTTepeab :(2000 3 “pA P/E) BoyxXoeq fT TSYSWeTS ‘TeACUS taut TSeap 
{ie0uTtbue 2sATApeTtd ‘2z0jzezedo QueTd YyoRzeq p1rFOq qoued ‘AaTayzYyA 
s{T}eAOUCW PROYISAC PUR YOOY-suRID ‘AepTem foTUeYOoW 4anp Aaeon 


A 
yotazeq AnD £(20A0 pue ,O£ SWoOq) wood epTs 
AI dnowd 
ezow 20 “pk *ns ¢ zo Quowdtnbe edfQ euer> [Te pue SseueID 719M03 TT® 
“(qT Suypntout) wooq ZO ,00Z2-00T 4UFtM JuSMdtNbs edéZ eueTD TIV 
¥ III anos 
(Qf Buypntouz) wooq zo ,00€-002 UTM Juemdznbe edé3 over Uy 
(arf Surpntouy) 2z9ea0 20 woog Jo ,00€ 43TH Quowdtnbe edA3 surz> TI¥ 
; I anous 


° ?SHOLWUAdO LNAWdINOA WAMOd 


zeper6 e30e79Ul0D {yI0M ,Sr79TOQeT YRTA UOT? 
-S9uU0S ut sz0o3ezedo yoz703 BSuT33Qno uew Teubts teTzzou ydeoxe ‘si9gseTq puve 
pue Bbut3ezedo butpeez pue ‘zeTzp pues Buyuunz ‘pues BHutusez08 SiezoqeT TT® 
¢squetd yozeq uo Uew eTeos {Te ‘szezoqet Aq pesn ATsnotasad sethhnq fo smMo1720q 
Teeyn seoetTdez yotya jueudtnbe [eotueyoow pedojteaep Atmeu [Te ‘seyQoTO 
20 utys pue ede “Yateoy 63 snoTin(uTUSsYyA steTzejeM SYTT 20 “SpTtoe ofnbtr 
*sTeTzejzeW pe zeer3 10 peROsoezD Burtpuey ‘ezerou0D zo ButSetd BurpnTsuTt 
‘seutyoew Gburxtu eqyzunS pue ‘sutyoew ej3e29-dund ‘eutyoew Sutxtw zeyseTd pue 
e920 ‘edop YITA Buyyz0A usu TTe BHBuTrpnTouy ‘Butddeiza pue Hur3es23 Butdop 
edrd {Te ‘butueeto jue ‘usw 30d pue eT330y TTe ‘ptTozzeos BGuybutas uo 470A 
{szepue} ASeYySTUTZ Quewed {!S100TZ# 20 punozb eyQ wozz °*33 OF 29A0 yIOMYySTY 
‘szextu Arp pue sxzeTzzeo poy ‘szextw 2e310W ‘szezeyseTd pur suosew juewesS 
*suosew ‘szey3eT Kutpuez ATIOeAzTp pue spToszeos Hutjoeze uew ‘syoerl wr0z 
dts pue seyout aznoz oj dn sdumd z93emM jo szojerzedo ‘uotanqtazystp Bbutpntoxe 
*yO3TP oy 3e SutTpuey pue sieAe{ STT2 uTeIp pue zeMssS [Te ‘szez0qeT 9Y4R 
JO uoTIOTpsTaAnf sy zepun euoo yeYyR sz03R¥1ed0 Too} euTYoORW TIv - II dnoUud 
Szer10qeT UuoWWIOS pue ‘szepue3 
4t}0e2Tp st uew oy3 ueys Ydeoxe ‘seGeo 20 Ystoy ‘sTetTzezew zo Butpeotun 
pue 5burpeot ‘staqep 3o ButzeeTS pue Butueeto ‘seznjonz3s Tre pue Burprttnq zo 
S5utzez pue butyoerm ‘smoputm jo BbutueetTo Butpntout ‘butueeto [Te sTetzeQVU 
JO UOTINGTIASTP pue QuoWeS ‘Teeqs ‘zequnT jo HbutTpuey f!ezezDu0D zo Bburostd 
pue 6butteeym ‘Atuo butttd 3903s 1203 sabes 20 3sToOY wOrZ PUY 03 STeT1eQCM 
30 Surpeotun pue butpeot ‘3uewdrnbe pue stetzezew zo Sutpeotun pue Burpeoy 
{s30d ebpnus pue sizepuewertes jo buyztz ‘420m 3aTp pue SbutbStp tw - I anowD 
3 SuguodyT 
AjunoD eyezewysng JO repuyewoy 
Al Waiv 
SetjUNOD yedonbes pue TIex78eH JO Jepuyewoy 
Til vauv 
ueatA 30 A375 eyR Surpntoxe zg AemyStH zo yseve AQunoD yetonbes _ 
Il vauv 
AjunoD eyezewysng JO p2zti3-euo yRzI0N eY3 
pue 6 AemyStH zo y3nos ARun0D TTexseH yO uCT3z20d 3eYyQ pue e10T3JE7 4 A9WT RET 


a ee a ea teat 
*NEWUSATUCATI d-SLHOTUMTIIN-SUaLNaduvo 


SNOILINIGSG dhOdS GNY Wav NOILVOIdISSWID 


T90b-Z8H0 “ON NOISIOaG 


oL* 
oL* 
oL* 
oL° 


Sor+ehe 


Sb°+ehe 
So +the 
Sb*+he 
Sb°+the 


So°+ehe 
So +the 
Sb +the 
Sp +the 


A dnosp ort 203e20d0 suTYoeU oseg 
AI dnozp or°t 203e20d0 Ssutydem s00T4 
111 dnozy | ©" 3 Fe ee oie 

FSUSHSINIA OZZVENAL 2 ATIL 
II dnozp oz*z 
= 1.90039 | 2-2 
*SYaAING WONNL 00°T 
oo°Tt 


Sig pue Jews {e1) SuauodWI 
II vezy 


tSetqunOD Yehonbes pu 
O1se1 “Treisen) suauc 
Le*z SUIYOMNOUI 
a To°T SualZVID 
SUaLLId uaTantuas P&°t*? sseer rds S1mS 


pe" +89 Tn ene ae 
SYSAWI WOOT LAOS 
Suawuom Twigh LagHs t(IIZ Wav) SNVWIDOIULOZIa 


suzaooy P2:**? sSize0T{ds eTqeD 


*3 pe" +ty TT eS 

Shoe “ebknaies Paani TTii Wau) SNVIoTusoaTa 
W7THSS TE+08 0S + GG 

ezeo;Tds eTqe> 


3° uoT3Z20d uzey{nos 


snoutum3tq 20 308 9y3 ‘pue A3un05 2291401 
4eads 3 6bur3asetqpues *SNOSVW | 
eb6e38 pue yr0MybhtH se° USUIOATIPSTTd-SIYSTIAATT IW 
sz 


ZeTTO2 pue ysnig | sc say SE NEES, 
?SUaLNIVd T{AI Wauv) SYaLNaauvD 


(z9pun pue zTeYy ‘u0Z 8P°T USWIOATIPST Fd-SIUHSTAAT TIN 


‘peq 3813) 2eaTIp yonzy 8P°t Wire siejuedie* 
ueupunoz5 ?(III WSav) SYaLNgdivD 


uewizepaog es°T USWISATIPST TF d-SIYSTAATT 
es°T $102 
?(II Waav) SYaLNaddvo 
ss°*t USWIOATIPSTTd-SIYSTAATITW 


ss°Tt $1203 . 
203e2zedo z965tp eTox ?(I Wauv) SUSLNadvOD 


Sis0;Tds eTqeD Sc°t SNOSVWANOLS-SUdAVTNOIUG 
ree UT. | STO°E SUIAVWAATIOG 
*NOILONALSNOD ANIT}] 80°Z SaDROM SOLSIESY 


*(SeT2038 znoz BurpntouT pue 03 dn squeujzede 

pue seowoy 'Attwez etbuts Burpntoxe) sjoeforg BuTpttng :wuoM JO NOILdIuosaal © 

8y9be Ud OF UT TS6T ‘» 2equezdes peleP ZL0P-T8NO “ON NOISIOgG SaagSugans 

UoTIeOTTGnd JO e3eq ‘édlvd T90%-Z8NO “ON NOISIO’“G 
eyejewysng pue yedonbesg 

*TTSxSeH ‘Se70TZOT ‘r9WTZeT *STILNNOD WHOHYTYO ‘ZIViS 


NOISIOga svaqasauans : 





242-019) 3009 ONITHG 
[wre sp:8 ‘28-¥2-LE Pala ZLEze-ze ‘20q] wal 


*(TT) (1) (B) S°S “HdD 6Z) SOSHETS JSeIzIUOS SpzepuezywT 
zoqet ey3 ut poptaoad se ATuo pieMe 2933" papper oq Aew poyst]l suorszeorsz{ssers 
ay? JO Bdoos ay} UTYITM POPNTOUT OU A%AOM AOZ POpSeoU SuCFReOTZTSSETS CALSIINA 


*TeIUepToUT St SuTpToA 
yoTyM 03 UoTZezEdO BuTwz0zzed 33e19 203 peqtzosezd 93e2 BeATeDe1--SUSCTAN 


zea0 pue spzef € syonz3 SRZe7DU0D xTU-Apesy = _A dnou9 
sp2zek ¢ BbutTpntout 30u 3nq 03 dn syonz3 eZezDU0D xtW-Apeey - AI dNOUud 
SABTS9UM UsQ /S203R0N73 Se YonSs ‘QueUwdtTNbe zReT 
-TWYS PUe SIOATAP AeTTeI2 320R9"23 ~‘RUOWdTNbe buytaow TeTzezew Aaeoy 29430 zo 
‘sTtnd xeurng ‘sdunp-twes ‘suobem TddTsstsstK ‘SpfTToONe ‘syonzy YouTm ‘yonz 
etod se yons jueudtnbo Aaesy SutpntouT 29A0 puP spzeh 9 20 Suco3z §¢ = III dnoud 
spied 9 10 suoj p BuTpntTouT jou 3nq 03 dn pue spzeA p 20 SUOZ £ = II dNOud 
: soesnq pure sotpog exe3s ‘Sspoq 3eTzZ ‘sSyjonz3 dwnp se Yons ‘spxek y 
z0 suo} ¢ BuTpntouT jou 3ynq 03 dn pue sprzeA &Z 20 SudZ HT ‘dn-xoTG - I dNOWD 
. *SUZALUG AONNS 


zozezsdo z0TTe13 doz ATT? pue zesvei9 


XI anos 
*ueu pua yorq eutyoeu AeT QTeudse ‘Suttpuey yTnq 31eq ancnuTqQUOD 


eTbuts-z03e70dO AOABAUOS {A8TTO SBURID 20 ABATAP ASTTO SsueID Yyonz3 
fuewtonz £(z 20 [) cumd {(zZ 20 [) eutTYyoew Burptem 4(z 20 1) zepun 
pue °*33 *NS 00S ‘zOSssezdwos ate £*33 *nd gt ueYyR SSeT Azeddoy YyITA 
*ZOXTW SZEeATDU0D {(STJeEWORINe) OedéQ BbuTpTIng - z03eASTS quoueuteEd 
. IIIA dnous 

SeuTYyoeW IO STOSUOCD WoOrz pezerzedo 

usyM seutyoew bButTTtzp Azejz02 103 2z0j3e1edo ‘peaztnbaz 3T pue usYyA 
sAhoTatym ebzetT uo uew Teubts ‘*do dund jutod {Tem ‘3ueTd burusez0s 
‘zepez6 wioz fdumd szeaz59u0d {*do peaizos ‘buttTpuey yxInq 31[eq 20 
SNONUTZUOD ‘TeNp-203RI29dO0O AOABAUOD { (eTGeRI0d) 203Re2edO AUeTd YyoRRq 
fSQUsWYSeZIe FNOYRTM AO YRTM-10R9e873 AowreZ ‘zextwTAtnd #2z03nq 
-T23Stp zeTtTo ‘sjuetd butysnzo ‘z03ezedo zeTtToq ‘ueweztz ‘!sizsveuzbue 
Bburzeredo JO UOTROTpSTan£ zopun szsejzesy fzsdwez 20/2e4SsNnq 33019U09 
‘3sToy Teuuoszed zo add4q burpttng 20 zJoRZeASTe eptszno ‘sadh3 {TV 
A2TTOI soweazaz-v YYTM YONIQ YOUTA {*dSaTS TesoTG ‘sizseuTbue quetd 203 
-ezoueb ‘juoudtnbe azeTTuTs pure 3eoqoq ‘33TT-4103 £9 03 ¢€ ‘A2033eq 
‘sdund :(T) °33 °NS 00$.20A0 ‘zosseadwoo ate ‘zopun 3 °3z *no 

0CS 03 € ‘zOSSezdWOS ATe ‘9 03 ¢ ‘sUTYSCW BUTpPTeM ‘unazp suo but 
-e10do usymM-3STOY ‘2a66nQ ‘outyoew butbpsiap ‘abieq pues ‘!29A0 pues 

- "33 "NS BT ‘aextm f3v0q bnz faufzyoew buysz0q ‘1zs0utTbusa satTAOWOD0T 
11A dnoud 


OPeTq 29Z0p YyzIA 
S2035Cdulo> 3 AoTTOI fodhQ wooq-dund s3a2D5u05 ‘ouTYyorw burYyousz3 


$3Sew ,O€ UY SS39T YITM 2zobdTp OTOY UdATIp 3zZMOd {70273U05 p1eOg 
Teued “oTdTZTNU-20AdDAUOD :woog [Tez ‘euTYyoew AeT aTeydse 4 (2900 20 
$9 dy out6ua) 33TI-TYy 20 aojrzodo zeproT ‘:juoudtnbe odd z0dez03 
{29YyO3TP 320 QuowdTNbs zapeo,T 20 doy YATM QuowdtNba ayTT 320 1039e23 
uospiog #20a0 40 ¢9 dy suybue) azezop #(zaA0 pue ,Sf) 33ZTT 4104 

IA dNOud _ 

(P, 2405) SHOLWEddO LNGWdINOd BaMOd 


DN 
@ 
& 
° 
4 
— 
3 
§ 
a 
o 
2 
& 
© 
> 
° 
Zz 
> 
wo 
i =] 
‘ee 
fy 
_— 
§ 
x] 
3 
Zz 
nN 
+ 
So 
> 
— 
be 
& 
® 
4 
3 
me 


G.LNOD) SNOILINIdGG dNOw¥S GNY WauY NOILVYOIdISSVTIO 
T90¢-z6HO °ON NOISIOaG 








Friday 
November 26, 1982 


Part IV 


Department of 
Energy 


Residential Conservation Service Federal 
Standby Plan; Proposed Rulemaking and 
Public Hearings 





53634 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
10 CFR Part 456 
[Docket No. CAS-RM-80-123] 


Residential Conservation Federal 
Standby Plan 


AGENCY: Department of Energy. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
and public hearings. 


sumMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(DOE) is proposing a regulation to 
implement Section 219(a) of the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act 
(NECPA) as amended by the Energy 
Security Act (ESA) Section 219 of 
NECPA directs DOE to promulgate a 
Federal Standby Plan which is to be 
used by covered regulated utilities in 
States that do not have approved 
Residential Conservation Service (RCS) 
plans and by covered regulated utilities 
in States that have approved RCS plans 
that are found not to be implemented 
adequately. 

The RCS Program requires natural gas 
and electric utilities to perform energy 
audits of their customers’ homes upon 
request and to provide certain other 
related services to their residential 
customers. In developing this proposed 
RCS Federal Standby Plan (FSP or Plan), 
DOE has relied heavily on the recently 
issued revised final regulation for the 
RCS Program (47 FR 27752, June 25, 
1982). However, this proposed FSP rule 
does differ from the revised RCS 
Program regulation since DOE is 
required to assume, when necessary, the 
responsibilities associated with directly 
administering the RCS Program. 

Pursuant to Section 219(a) of NECPA, 
utilities will not be subject to the 
provisions of the FSP until the Final Rule 
for the Plan is issued and the 
Department issues an order directing a 
particular utility to offer an RCS 
Program to its residential customers. 


Dates: A public briefing will be held on 
the proposed FSP in Washington, D.C., 
at 9:30 a.m. on December 2, 1982, in 
conjunction with a briefing on the 
Commercial and Apartment 
Conservation Service Program. 

Public hearings on the FSP will be 
held in three cities, beginning at 9:00 
a.m., local time, in conjunction with 
DOE hearings on a proposed rule on the 
Commercial and Apartment 
Conservation Service Program. The 
hearings will be held as follows: in 
Dallas, Texas, on January 10 and 11, 
1983; in Portland, Oregon, on January 13 
and 14, 1983; and in Washington, D.C., 
on January 19-21, 1983. Please bring at 


least six copies of the oral statement to 
the hearing. 

Written comments (10 copies) on this 
proposed rule must be received by 
February 2, 1983, 4:30 p.m., e.8.t., to 
ensure their consideration. 

Request to speak at the hearing must 
be received no later than 4:30 p.m. on 
the following days: January 4 for the 
Dallas hearing, January 6 for the 
Portland hearing, and January 13 for the 
Waéshington, D.C. hearing. 


ADDRESSES: The public briefing will be 
held in Washington, D.C., at: U.S. 
Department of Energy, Forrestal 
Building, Room GE-086, Auditorium, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585. 

All written comments (10 copies) and 
requests to speak at the public hearings 
should be addressed to: Office of 
Conservation and Renewable Energy, 
Office of Hearings and Dockets, RCS 
Federal Standby Plan, Docket No. CAS- 
RM-80-123, U.S. Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., Mail 
Station 6B-025, Room 5F-078, 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252-9319. 

Public hearings will be held at the 
following locations: 

The Dallas hearing (jan. 10-11) will be 
held at: Earl Cabell Federal Building, 
1100 Commerce Street, Room 7A23, 
Dallas, Texas 75242. 

The Portland hearing (Jan. 13-14) will 
be held at: Bonneville Power 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Auditorium, 1002 Northcast 
Holladay Street, Portland, Oregon 97223. 

The Washigton, D.C., hearing {Jan. 19- 
21) will be held at: U.S. Department of 
Energy, Forrestal Building, Room GE- 
086, Auditorium, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20585. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Mark D. Friedrichs, CE-115, Building 
Service Division, Office of Conservation 
and Renewable Energy, U.S. Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Room 5F-064, Washington, D.C. 
20585, (202) 252-1650. 


Daniel Ruge or Vivian Lewis, GC-33, 
Office of the General Counsel, U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., Room 6B- 
144, Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252- 
9513. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I, Introduction 

II. Major Provisions 

III. Regulatory Impact Analysis 

IV. Regulatory Flexibility Act 

V. Environmental Impacts 

VI. Paperwork Reduction Act 

Vil. Comment and Hearing Procedures 
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I. Introduction 


The RCS Program'was established by 
Part 1 of Title II of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act (NECPA), Pub. 
L, 95-619, November 9, 1978, as 
amended by Subtitle B of Title V of the 
Energy Security Act (ESA), Pub. L. 96- 
294, June 30, 1980, 42 U.S.C. 8211 et seq. 
The RCS Program, as mandated by 
statute, requires large electric and 


natural gas utilities to inform their 


residential customers of the benefits of 
certain energy conservation and 
renewable resource measures, to offer 
their customers energy audits of their 
homes, and to offer to arrange for the 
installation and financing of such 
measures. 

For those States that elect to 


‘participate in the program, the 


legislation requires substantial and 
detailed State activity. In the original 
RCS Program regulations of November 7, 


~ 1979 (the Nov. 7th rule) (44 FR 64602), 


DOE prescribed, in considerable detail, 
how States and utilities were to perform 
their various RCS activities. On June 25, 
1982, DOE published an amended Final 
Rule revising the RCS Program to 
provide greater flexibility to 
participating States and covered utilities 
and to permit reductions in the costs of 
implementing the program (47 FR 27752). 

Nevertheless, Section 219(a) of the 
NECPA provides that if a State plan is 
not approved within the allotted period, 
or if the Department determines, after 
notice and opportunity for a public 
hearing, that an approved plan is not 
being implemented adequately in a 
State, DOE shall promulgate a plan that 
meets the requirements of the Act. Thus, 
where States are unwilling or unable to 
carry out their role under the law, the 
legislation requires implementation of a 
Federal Standby Program. 

Exercise of Federal Standby Authority 
now appears to be warranted in at least 
those States that have chosen not to 
submit plans, as well as in an 
undetermined number of States that 
have not yet implemented or may not be 
adequately implementing approved 
plans. Section 219(a) of NECPA 
specifically requires the Department to 
require, by order, each regulated utility 
in such States to implement the Federal 
Standby Plan (FSP or Plan) within 90 
days of that order. 

Section 219(a)(1) of NECPA requires 
that the RCS Federal Standby Plan meet 
the requirements of Section 213 for RCS 
plans. There is, thus, a great degree of 
uniformity between the FSP and the 
revised RCS regulation concerning State 
plans (10 CFR Part 456, Subparts B and 
C). The basic difference between the 
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two rules is that in the FSP, DOE has 
assumed the role and responsibility 
otherwise delegated to the lead State 
agency under the amended RCS Final 
Rule. This means that wherever the 
State or its designee is the responsible 
party for a statutory element of the RCS 
Program (enforcement, listing, etc.), the 
Department has that responsibility 
under the FSP. It also means that where 
the States were provided flexibility and 
discretion in the amended RCS Finai 
Rule regarding the implementation of a 
provision, DOE would now generally 
exercise such discretion. 

DOE originally proposed an RCS 
Federal! Standby Plan on January 9, 1981 
(46 FR 2522). This proposed Plan 
reflected the detailed and often 
burdensome requirements of the original 
RCS Program regulations. Based on a 
review of the Nov. 7th rule, DOE 
proposed substantial revisions to the 
RCS Program regulations on November 
12, 1981 (46 FR 55837). Because of the 
substantial changes proposed to the 
original regulations, the Department 
announced, as part of the November 
12th notice, the withdrawal of the 
previously proposed FSP and its 
intention to repropose the Plan following 
issuance of the amended final RCS 
regulation. 

Since the publication of the revised 
RCS regulation on June 25,.1982, DOE 
has developed and is today issuing for 
public comment a revised proposed RCS 


Federal Standby Plan. Public comments ~ 


on the FSP originally proposed in 1981 
have been analyzed and, to the extent 
appropriate, considered during the 
development of this proposal. However, 
this proposal does not represent an 
amendment to or revision of the earlier 
proposed Plan, and thus was not based 
primarily on the comments received on 
the earlier proposal. 

In developing today’s proposed FSP, 
DOE has relied heavily on the revised 
RCS rule. However, the proposed Plan 
contains some requirements not found in 
that regulation. In determining when it 
was necessary to develop additional 
provisions, DOE has attempted to 
balance a number of sometimes 
conflicting objectives. These are: 

(1) To provide adequate control and 
oversight to DOE, as the direct 
administrator of the FSP, to ensure safe, 
effective, and nondiscriminatory 
implementation of the program by 
affected utilities; 

(2) To interpret DOE's role as the 
“lead agency” with enough specificity to 
provide for the rapid and comparatively 
uniform implementation of the Plan by 
utilities in any given State; 

(3) To provide utilities with enough 
flexibility to enable them to develop 


RCS Programs reflecting the economic 
and climatic conditions of their service 
areas; and 

(4) To minimize the administrative 
workload of both DOE and the affacted 
utilities. 

A major goal of the revised RCS 
regulation was to provide greater 
flexibility to the States. However, it was 
often impossible or inappropriate in this 
proposed FSP to provide the same 
degree of flexibility to individual 
utilities. A particular concern arose 
regarding the potential for the 
development and implementation of 
radically differeent RCS Programs by 
utilities serving the same locality or 
within the same State. Such a 
development would result in 
significantly different services being 
offered to the same eligible customers or 
to adjoining communities. In addition, 
significant utility flexibility and 
responsibility for program design could 
result is substantial duplication of effort 
and costs for affected utilities. However, 
if flexibility and program responsibility 
are not provided to the utilities, the FSP 
may be unable to reflect regional 
differences adequately. A more 
prescriptive Plan is slso more likely to 
impose unnecessary burdens on some 
utilities, and may also be more difficult 
to implement. 

DOE's approach to the discretion 
issue has been to to use a sliding scale 
of flexibility, where the amount of 
latitude allowed the utilities varies, 
depending upon the issue. In some 
instances (often those dealing with 
consumer protection), DOE is proposing 
to specify minimum requirements and/ 
or prohibitions on utility, installer, 
supplier, and lender activities under the 
program. In nearly evey such case, the 
utility is allowed to apply to DOE for an 
exception from the specified provision. 
In a number of other cases, the proposed 
FSP allows utilities to develop their own 
procedures, but requires them to obtain 
DOE approval before beginning the 
program (e.g., procedures for auditor 
and installer training). By adopting this 
approach, DOE hopes to enable utilities 
operating under a current RCS Program 
in one State to adopt a similar program 
in a State operating under the Standby 
Plan. 

Another approach to minimizing 
further the conflicting objectives would 
be the voluntary establishment, within 
any State subject to the Plan, of an 
organization representing all the 
covered utilities within the State, and 
possibly other affected parties as well. 
Such an organization could coordinate 
the development of statewide RCS 
Program procedures in those instances 
where the FSP allows local flexibility. 


This approach could result in a more 
rapid and comparatively uniform 
implementation of the program within 
the State than would be the case where 
utilities and other parties each deal one- 
on-one-with DOE. 

DOE believes that such a body would 
help establish more effective and 
potentially less costly RCS Programs 
within any given State, particularly 
when the organization represents all the 
major affected parties. Therefore, if such 
a representative organization is 
voluntarily established within any given 
State, DOE intends to exercise its 
discretion, wherever possible, by 
permitting the organization to take 
maximum advantage of the flexibility 
allowable under the Federal Standby 
Plan. 

DOE invites comments regarding this 
voluntary organization and the sliding 
scale of flexibility approach, and solicits 
recommendations on-other methods of 
reconciling the conflicting objectives 
outlined above. DOE specifically 
requests comments on possible antitrust 
implications associated with utilities 
establishing such voluntary 
organizations. 

Under the proposed plan, DOE has 
proposed that utilities be required to 
carry out a number of functions and to 
have certain responsibiities that they 
usually do not have under State- 
administered RCS programs. DOE is 
reluctant to place such burdens on 
utilities, but there are substantial, if not 
in some cases insuperable, practical 
problems with DOE itself carrying out 
local activities. Not the least of these 
problems is the lack of any existing 
structure designed for such a purpose 
and the wasted resources that would be 
involved in creating such a structure in a 
national bureaucracy for a program of 
such limited duration. 

DOE discusses below those provisions 
in which it is exercising its discretion 
and in which it is proposing to deviate 
from the provisions of the RCS Final 
Rule. The preamble does not discuss the 
many provisions of the FSP that are 
similar to those in the RCS Final Rule, 
including those specifically required by 
NECPA. Throughout the discussion 
below, we will be using the term 
“utilities” to include participating home 
heating suppliers, unless otherwise 
noted. 


II. Major Provisions 
A. Section 456.1001 Definitions 


All definitions relevant to the RCS 
Federal Standby Plan are found in 
§ 456.105 with the following exceptions: 
“Energy Conserving Practices,” “RCS 





Federal Standby Plan,” “Participating 
Home Heating Supplier,” “Program 
Announcement,” and “Program 
Measures.” The definitions of “Energy 
Conserving Practices” and 
“Participating Home Heating Supplier” 
remain virtually the same as in the 
amended RCS Final Rule, except that in 
this proposal they reflect the assumption 
by DOE of State requirements and 
responsibilities under the RCS Federal 
Standby Plan. The term “RCS Federal 
Standby Plan” is defined in this 
proposal. Also, the definitions of 
“Program Announcement” and “Program 
Measures” have been included here 
because their definitions in § 456.105 
include citations to regulatory sections 
of the RCS Program that are not 
applicable to the RCS Federal Standby . 
Plan, 


B. Section 456.1003 Procedures for 
Investigating and Enforcing Compliance 
With the RCS Federal Standby Plan 


Paragraph (G) of this section provides 
for an administrative appeal from ' 
determinations of the Assistant 
Secretary regarding conflicts of law 
(§ 456.1003(b)); the removal of persons 
from the Master Record 
(§ 456.1012(a)(5)(vi)); and exemptions for 
utility subcontractors’ supply and 
installation (§ 456.1017(b)). There shall 
be no administrative appeals from other 
determinations made by the Assistant 
Secretary pursuant to this subpart. 


C. Section 456.1005 Scope of Benefits 


Eligible customers who use a utility's 
arranging services are entitled to the 
benefits of the measure warranties, 
quality assurance, customer billing, loan 
repayments, contractor, supplier, and 
lender guarantees, and access to 
conciliation and redress. This section 
describes these benefits and the specific 
actions an eligible customer must take 
to be able to avail himself of these 
benefits. 


D. Section 456.1006 Program 
Announcement 


In this proposal, as required by 
NECPA, each utility subject to the Plan 
must distribute a program 
announcement to all eligible customers 
no later than 90 days after the 
Department issues an order for the 
utility to comply with the Plan. The 
utility must repeat this distribution of 
program announcements every 2 years 
thereafter until January 1, 1985. 

Although the RCS Program regulation 
requires that program announcements 
contain estimates of energy cost savings 
for energy conservation practices, 
energy conservation measures, or 
renewable resource measures, it does 


. 


not stipulate a period for which 
estimates of energy cost savings must be 
complied. This was an area of flexibility 
given to States in the revised RCS 
regulation. In its assumption of the role 
of lead agency, DOE proposes that 
estimates under the FSP should cover 1 
year. DOE seeks comment on the 
appropriateness of this time period. 

As in the revised RCS Program 
regulation, DOE is proposing that audit 
offers may be conditional. Jf a utility 
decides to conditionally ofter audits, 
then the scheduling must be based on 
such nondiscriminatory factors as 
geographic area, billing cycle, or type of 
energy customer. Unlike the RCS 
Program regulation that allows an 
interval of 2 years between a 
conditional and an unconditional audit 
offer, DOE is proposing that the 
unconditional offer must be given within 
1 year of a conditional offer. Since the 
statutory requirement to offer audits 
expires on January 1, 1985, it is 
necessary to impose this 1-year 
requirement to ensure that all eligible 
customers receive an unconditional 
audit offer. This 1-year interval should 
be sufficient t6 allow utilities to fulfill 
requests for residential energy audits 
without placing undue strain on their 
resources. : 

DOE seeks comment on its proposal 
that program announcements must 
contain the following items, which are 
not required under the amended RCS 
regulation: 

(1) A description of program benefits 
and an explanation of what action an 
eligible customer must take to qualify 
for them; 

(2) A list of direct costs, if any, that 
the eligible customer must bear; and 

(3) The following disclosure or an 
equivalent statement: 

The estimates contained in this program 
announcement are based on estimates for 
typical houses and local fuel prices that were 
in effect at the time this program 
announcement was published. The energy 
audit that we offer will provide more specific 
estimates for your home. 


DOE proposes that utilities either use 
the DOE-developed list of energy 
conservation practices defined in 
§ 456.105 and § j456.1001 or that they 
develop their own list of specific energy 
conservation practices. Such a list must 
be submitted to DOE for approval in 
accordance with § 456.1022. DOE is also 
proposing that, if a utility wishes to 
include advertising in its program 
announcement, it must seek DOE 
approval for such advertising. DOE 
approval will be contingent on the utility 
ensuring that the advertising is neither 
discriminatory nor anticompetitive. 
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It is also proposed that utilities submit 
to the Department the procedures used 
to determine the estimates of savings in 
energy costs of adopting energy 
conservation practices and installing 
program measures. These estimates are 
integral parts of the decisions made by 
eligible customers concerning whether 
or not to adopt energy conserving 
practices and to install energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measures. 

DOE invites comments concerning 
whether additional information on 
available financial assistance (e.g., State 
tax credits, weatherization assistance 
for low-income persons, or other 
available financial assistance) should be 
required for inclusion in the program 
announcement. 


E. Section 456.1007 Requirements for 
Program Audits 


The requirements for energy audits 
under the Plan follow the amended Final 
Rule in most respects. The following 
discussion highlights those instances 
where DOE is proposing to set more 
specific requirements than those set 
forth in the amended RCS regulation. 

DOE proposes that all audit requests 
be responded to within a specified 
amount of time. For those utilities that 
provide unconditional audit offers, DOE 
proposes to require that utilities respond 
to such requests within 90 days. DOE 
also proposes that for those utilities who 
first con¢*‘ionally offer audits to 
customers, a reasonable response time 
to audit requests based on the 
unconditional offer is 45 days. DOE 
realizes that unusual circumstances 
could cause some utilities to need 
greater flexibility to schedule audits. 
DOE proposes that those utilities 
describe such circumstances to DOE as 
a basis for an exception from 
§ 456.1007(a)(1). 

The FSP proposal contains specific 
applicability criteria developed by DOE 
for an auditor to use in determining 
whether a particular measure should be 
audited for in a given residence. For 
example, the proposed applicability 
criterion for ceiling insulation requires 
that an audit be conducted for ceiling 
insulation if the difference between the 
existing level of insulation in a 
particular residence and the appropriate 
insulation level, as determined by the 
Assistant Secretary, is R-11 or more. 
DOE has prepared a document that can 
be used to determine the appropriate R 
level of insulation by State and climate 
zone, which, when added to the existing 
R-7 insulation level assumed for the 
prototypical house, will most likely 
result in a 7-year simple payback. This 
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document, which incorporates the same 
calculation procedures used to 
determine the RCS measures table, may 
be obtained by writing the Building 
Services Division at the address 
provided at the beginning of this Notice. 
The proposal also references the 
multifamily (more than four dwelling 
units) applicability criteria set forth in 
Appendix III to the RCS Final Rule. DOE 
is proposing that, as an alternative to 
using these sets of applicability criteria, 
a utility may establish its own 
applicability criteria subject to DOE 
approval. 

DOE is proposing that utilities subject 
to the FSP use the DOE Model Audit 
procedures or any other DOE-approved 
audit procedure. 

DOE is proposing that auditors be 
required to determine the steady state 
efficiency of oil burning and converted 
oil burning furnaces and boilers by a 
flue gas analysis of measured flue gas 
temperature and carbon dioxide content. 
DOE also proposes that an auditor be 
allowed to evaluate the efficiency of gas 
furnaces and boilers by relying on 
manufacturer nameplate data and 
observation of furnace components, or 
alternatively, by a flue gas analysis of 
measured flue gas temperature and 
carbon dioxide content. DOE seeks 
comments on this proposal. 

In an effort to minimize the potential 
for anticompetitive acts or practices 
occurring during the audit, DOE is 
' proposing that auditors for utilities that 
fall under the Plan provide the eligible 
customer with a written statement of 
any substantial interest that the auditor 
or auditor’s employer has directly or 
indirectly in the sale or installation of 
any measure or product audited for or 
discussed as part of the RCS audit. 


F. Sections 456.1008 and 456.1009 
Arranging Installation and Financing 


In the amended RCS Final Rule, DOE 
gave States the flexibility to develop 
their own procedures for the governing 
of utility arranging services. In this 
proposal, DOE, in its role as lead 
agency, has developed the specific 
arranging services that utilities must 
offer. 

DOE proposes that the installation 
and financing arranging services of a 
utility should consist of offering to 
provide an information packet to all its 
customers who have had RCS audits. 
This packet should include a list of 
contractors and financial institutions 
who have met the listing requirements of 
the RCS Program, basic information 
about home improvement loans, and an 
arrangement card. This card should be 
signed by the customer and the lender 
and/or installer, and returned to the 


- utility upon either receipt of an arranged 


loan or completion of an 

installation, or both. The return of this 
card provides a record that the customer 
used the utility’s arranging services and 
is thus entitled to the program's benefits 
(see earlier preamble discussion). DOE 
requests comments on whether 
information should also be provided on 
applicable State tax credits. 

This arranging service may be 
provided to the customer at the time of 
the audit or with the audit results. The 
utility must also provide the customer 
with a number to call to ask questions 
regarding the installation and financing 
of p measures. 

DOE feels that these arranging 
services provide customers with 
sufficient information to enable them to 
install and finance measures, while 
placing only a minimal burden upon 
utilities. DOE seeks comments on these 
proposed arranging services. 


G. Section 456.1012 List of Suppliers, 
Contractors, and Lenders 


As the listing agency, DOE or its 
designee is responsible for the 
preparation and maintenance of the 
Master Record of all suppliers, 
contractors, and lenders who sell, 
install, or finance program measures and 
who wish to be included in the lists 
distributed under the program. Pursuant 
to this proposal, however, utilities would 
be responsible for soliciting persons to 
be included on the Master Record and 
forwarding to DOE the collected 
information necessary to determine 
eligibility for inclusion on the Master 
Record. An alternative to this proposal 
would be for DOE to make the 
solicitation directly. 

In carrying out its responsibility, DOE 
is proposing to establish procedures for 
temporary and extended delisting of 
suppliers, contractors, or lenders 
violating the RCS listing requirements. 
DOE could temporarily (for a period of 
30 days) delist a party on the Master 
Record for the first two violations within 
any 12-month period. The extended 
delisting (for a period of 6 months) 
would be used for any subsequent 
violations within the 12-month period. 
Persons subject to delisting may be 
reinstated at the end of the prescribed 
period, provided all violations have 
been corrected and the person has 
agreed to pay for any inspection to 
verify that the corrections have been 
made. 

Under this provision, any utility that 
receives information alleging that a 
listed party has violated a listing 
provision shall immediately notify the 
Assistant Secretary. The Assistant 
Secretary will then make a 


53637 


determination on the case and, where 
necessary, notify the utility that the 
party has been delisted for the 
appropriate period. Upon receipt of such 
notification, the utility shall immediately 
remove the party’s name from the list 
and cease any future arranging services 
with the party. : 

In those instances where a utility feels 
that immediate action is necessary, the 
utility will be permitted to remove 
unilaterally a person from its list. In 
such an event, the utility shall 
immediately notify the Assistant 
Secretary of its action and the 
circumstances of the case. The Assistant 
Secretary will then determine if delisting 
is appropriate. In assessing the delisting 
period, the Assistant Secretary will take 
into account the time during which the 
party was off the utility’s list pending 
DOE’s determination. DOE is proposing 
this provision to allow utilities to initiate 
action in those instances where quick 
action may be necessary, which would 
not be possible at a national level. 

The proposed provisions covering 
requirements for inclusion in the Master 
Record and utility list distribution to 
eligible customers are essentially the 
same as those in the revised RCS Final 
Rule. In addition, in its role as lead 
agency, DOE has proposed procedures 
for periodically updating the lists of 
suppliers, contractors, and lenders. 
Under these procedures, utilities are 
periodically to send any names for 
inclusion or deletion to the Assistant 
Secretary or his designee, who will 
review them and notify the utilities of 
names that are authorized to be 
included or deleted from the lists. The 
utilities are then to revise the lists and 
make them available to eligible 
customers upon request. Given the short 
duration of this program, utilities would 
not be required, however, to solicit, a 
second time, applicants for inclusion on 
the Master Record. 


H. Section 456.1013 Quality Assurance 


Under § 456.317 of the amended RCS 
Final Rule, DOE included a general 
requirement that States and 
nonregulated utilities establish 
procedures to ensure that reasonable 
levels of effectiveness and safety are 
maintained in the supply and 
installation of measures under the RCS 
Program. This general provision, which 
was designed to give States maximum 
flexibility to develop a quality 
assurance program appropriate to their 
needs, replaced the specific quality 
assurance provisions required under the 
Nov. 7th RCS Program regulations. (See 
preamble discussion on pages 27764— 
27766 of the June 25th Federal Register. ) 





In developing the quality assurance 
provisions for this proposal, DOE was 
faced with apparently conflicting 
objectives. The overall objective of the 
Department is to minimize the 
regulatory burdens and costs of 
implementing the RCS Federal Standby 
Plan, yet reasonably ensure the safe and 
effective installation of measures under 
the FSP. 

On one hand, DOE recognizes that 
prescriptive quality assurance 
requirements can be costly and 
burdensome. On the other hand, DOE is 
concerned because there is some 
evidence suggesting that improper 
installations have been a significant 
problem under several existing 
conservation programs. In the revised 
RCS regulation, DOE resolved this issue 
by providing the designated lead agency 
with the responsibility for assessing the 
need to establish quality assurance 
procedures and determine the 
appropriate actions to be taken as part 
of the RCS Program. 

Under the FSP, DOE would assume 
the direct responsibility to establish the 
quality essurance procedures. DOE, 
however, is unlikely to be as aware of 
local conditions as a State agency would 
have been. In the absence of such a 
State agency, DOE could rely on 
individual covered utilities to assess the 
need for quality assurance procedures 
and to propose to DOE such procedures 
as they determine to be necessary. On 
the other hand, it may be inappropriate 
to place tis responsibility on each 
covered utility. 

For these reasons, DOE is proposing 
for comment two alternative quality 
assurance provisions. In the first, the 
utility would be required to develop its 
own quality assurance procedures 
which would be submitted to DOE for 
approval. This would be much the same 
as the treatment given to the lead 
agency under the revised RCS 
regulation. In the second, DOE would 
independently establish quality 
assurance procedures, yet allow the 
utility both some flexibility and the 
opportunity to request an exemption 
from one or more of the requirements. 

Under the second alternative, DOE is 
proposing that utilities offer to provide 
to all audit customers infoimation on 
how to recognize the most common 
types of improper installation; provide a 
description of the conciliation and 
redress protections available under 
Federal, State, and local laws, 
regulations, and the RCS Program in the 
event of a faulty installation; and 
provide information on the availability 
of independent (public or priveate) 
inspection services. 


In addition, a utility would be 
required to perform random post- 
installation inspections over the first 
year of the program and to summarize 
the results of these post-installation 
inspections as part of its annual report: 
to DOE. These inspections would 
determine whether measures were being 
installed in accordance with applicable 
laws, standards, or manufacturers’ 
instructions. The utility would determine 
which of these to apply. Under this 
provision, the utility would submit its 
proposed inspection program to DOE for 
approval. 3 

Although utilities would be provided 
flexibility in developing their programs, 
it is DOE’s intent that such proposals 
require sufficient inspections to indicate 
the approximate extent to which 
covered measures are being improperly 
installed by listed contractors. 
Additionally, DOE would\require that 
the results of the inspection be provided 
to the customer and installer within a 
reasonable time after the inspection. 

Since DOE is concerned about 
imposing unnecessary burdens, the 
Department is interested in quantitative 
information on the extent of the current 
problems with improper installations. 
DOE's final determination on how to 
handle quality assurance will depend 
greatly on its perception of the necessity 
for prescriptive requirements. DOE also 
requests comments and suggestions on 
available alternatives which would 
satisfy the overall objective to minimize 
regulatory burdens and costs, yet 
reasonably ensure the proper 
installation of measures under the FSP. 


I. Section 456.1014 Qualification 
Procedures for Auditors, Installers, and 
Inspectors 


DOE proposes that each utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
develop procedures to ensure that its 
RCS auditors successfully complete a 
DOE-approved training program or pass 
a DOE-approved certification 
examination. Utilities must also develop 
procedures to ensure that installers of 
flue opening modifications, electrical 
and mechanical ignition systems, and 
wind energy devices are able to install 
such measures in compliance with 
applicable Federal, State, or local laws 
or regulations. Procedures would also 
have to be established to ensure that 
inspectors are able to inspect for 
compliance with applicable laws, 
regulations, or standards established for 
all measures. In the absence of such 
laws or regulations, the utility shall 
specify standards to be used, such as 
industry consensus standards or other 
standards subject to DOE approval. 
DOE is in the process of updating the 
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standards contained in the Nov. 7th rule 
as amended and will publish them as a 
technical document at a later date. DOE 
solicits comments on what, if any, dther 
standards exist. 
An exemption for utilities from 

installer qualification requirements has 
been proposed if the utility operates in a 
State that administers a statewide 


- program for the licensing of such 


installers. It is also proposed that any 
auditor or inspector who has previously 
operated under an approved State plan 
not be subject to the provisions of 

§ 456.1014 unless the utility decides 
otherwise. Furthermore, any installers 
who have previously operated under an 
approved State plan would be exempt 
within that State from the installer 
qualification requirements, unless they 
had been delisted under that plan. As an 
alternative to the requirement that 
utilities establish procedures to ensure 
the qualifications of installers of certain 
measures, DOE is considering requiring 
those installers to present sufficient 
evidence of their qualifications to DOE 
as a condition for inclusion on the 
Master Record. DOE specifically solicits 
comments on this issue. 


J. Section 456.1016 Program Measures 


The FSP proposes to allow a utility to 
drop and/or add to the list of program 
measures identified in Part 456, 
Appendix I, with DOE approval. The 
utility may exclude any program 
measure by substituting its own data 
into the economic formula described 
under § 456.1016, if it determines that a 
measure has a payback period of more 
than 7 years. The proposal requires that 
all substantiating data used to support 
such exclusions be submitted to DOE 
prior to approval of such exclusions. 
DOE solicits comments on these 
approaches. 


K. Section 456.1017. Utility Supply, 
InstaHation, and Financing 


With one exception, all the provisions 
of Subpart E and § 456.304{a)(3) and (b) 
cf this Part regarding utility supply, 
installation, and financing programs are 
the same for utilities operating under the 
FSP as for covered utilities under a State 
plan. That exception regards the 
provisions for the NECPA Section 216(c) 
exemption, which allows a utility to 
supply and install measures through 
independent subcontractors. 

Under the June 25th Final Rule, a State 
plan has to be amended to incorporate 
procedures before a utility could be 
allowed an exemption to supply and 
install measures through subcontractors. 
Once these plan amendments are 
approved by DOE, a utility may initiate 
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a subcontractor supply and installation 
program in accordance with the State 
plan procedures. It is then the State’s 
responsibility to ensure that the utility is 
conducting its program in accordance 
with the approved procedures. 

Since under the FSP DOE is assuming 
this responsibility and since DOE is 
concerned with the anticompetitive 
potential in utility supply and 
installation programs, DOE is proposing 
that utilities under the FSP that wish to 
supply and install measures through 
independent subcontractors obtain DOE 
approval before starting such a program. 
This approval will be based on the 
utility’s program meeting the procedural 
requirements outlined under § 456.1017. 
DOE seeks comments on whether the 
procedures under § 456.1017 need to be 
more or less prescriptive. 


L. Section 456.1018 Complaints 
Processing Procedures 


Responsibility for administering 
complaints processing procedures has 
been assigned to covered utilities under 
the proposed Plan because DOE 
believes that utility administration will 
provide the most prompt and responsive 
services. The procedures consist of two 
tiers, conciliation conferences and 
redress procedures, and must be 
approved by DOE pursuant to 
§ 456.1021. 

For complaints against a utility, DOE 
proposes that the utility contract with a 
neutral party for arbitration of the 
dispute. DOE solicits comments on the 
use of a neutral organization for this 


purpose. 


M. Section 456.1020 Reporting and 
Recordkeeping 


The reporting requirements under the 
Plan contain those in the amended RCS 
Final Rule. DOE has proposed to include 
a few additional reporting requirements 
and to change the reporting deadlines. 
These steps are proposed to enable 
DOE, in its role as lead agency, to 
monitor effectively utility activities 
under the FSP. 

DOE proposes that reports be due 6 
months after DOE approval of a utility's 
program and no later than each July 1 
thereafter until July 1, 1986. If the 6- 
month report is required to be submitted 
less than 90 days prior to July 1, the first 
annual report will not be due until the 
following July 1. The content 
requirements for the 6-month and yearly 
reports are proposed to vary somewhat 
to minimize collection of unnecessarily 
repetitive information. 


N. Section 456.1021 Information to be 
Reported to the Assistant Secretary 


To allow utilities some flexibility to 
respond to local needs, DOE has 
provided them with the opportunity, in a 
number of instances, to develop their 
own procedures. Utilities are required to 
submit these procedures for DOE review 
and approval prior to their 
implementation. In this proposed rule, 
the time within which they must be 
submitted is 30 days from the issuance 
of the order. 

An alternative to this proposal, on 
which DOE seeks comment, is to stagger 
the deadlines for which proposed utility 
procedures are to be submitted. For 
example, the procedures describing 
energy savings estimates, auditor, 
installer, and inspector qualifications, 
and quality assurance would be 
required before those procedures 
describing conciliation conferences and 
redress proceedings. 


O. Section 456.1022 Exceptions 


This section describes the RCS 
Program requirements from which a 
utility may request an exception from 
the Assistant Secretary. This proposal 
allows exceptions for utilities: to include 
advertising in the program 
announcement; to develop substitute 
program measure applicability criteria; 
to use audit procedures other than those 
contained in the DOE Model.Audii; to 
allow auditors to audit for and to 
provide costs or energy cost savings 
estimates of installing energy conserving 
measures or products or energy 
conserving practices that are not RCS 
Program measures or practices; to 
exclude any program measure that, 
based on the substitution of utility or 
home heating supplier data, does not 
pay back in 7 years or less; to add any 
program measure not identified in 
Appendix I as a program measure for its 
service area; and to be excluded from 
provisions of the quality assurance 
procedures. 

DOE proposes that a utility seeking an 
exception send the request, along with 
supporting documents, to the Assistant 
Secretary in adequate time for DOE 
approval. A utility will not be able to 
implement an excepted procedure until 
DOE has approved the exception 
request. It is important to note that this 
exception relief is granted by the 
Assistant Secretary and not the Office 
of Hearings and Appeals, under 10 CFR 
Part 205, Subpart D. 


Ill. Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Section 3(c)(2) of Executive Order 


12291 generally requires that an agency 
prepare a Regulatory Impact Analysis 


for rules that are likely to have a majaor 
impact. 

DOE determined that the November 
12, 1981, proposal (46 FR 55836) to 
amend the RCS Program regulation was 
a major action and required preparation 
of a Regulatory Impact Analysis. 
Consequently, the Department prepared 
the analysis, which was finalized for 
publication in conjunction with the 
revised RCS Final Rule published on 
June 25, 1982 (47 FR 27752). Since the 
proposed RCS Federal Standby Plan 
regulation is largely an incorporation of 
the applicable revised RCS provision 
and was covered within the scope of the 
RCS analysis, DOE has determined that 
a separate regulatory analysis is not 
required for this rulemaking. 


IV. Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 
96-354) requires, in part, that agencies 
prepare an initia! Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis for any proposed rule unless it 
is determined that the rule will not have 
“a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.” In 
the event that such an analysis is not 
required for a particular rule, the agency 
must publish a certification and 
explanation of that determination in the 
Federal Register. 

The majority of the proposals in this 
rule would have an impact mainly on 
major utilities. DOE expects that there 
will only be minimal impact upon the 
small entities that elect to participate in 
the program. DOE also believes that 
there are sufficient provisions in the 
proposed regulation to prevent the 
occurrence of anticompetitive acts or 
practices. For these reasons, pursuant to 
Section 605(b) of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, DOE certifies that the 
proposed rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 


V. Environmental Impacts 


In accordance with the requirements 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seg. ), DOE 
prepared an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the entire 
Residential Conservation Service 
Program (DOE/EIS-0050). The program 
analyzed in the EIS included the 
possible Federal role in promulgating a 
plan for utilities in States that refuse or 
are unable to participate. The notice of 
availability was published in the 
Federal Register on November 7, 1979 
(44 FR 64602). Copies may be obtained 
by writing: Building Services Division, 
Conservation and Renewable Energy, 
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., CE-115, 
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Room 5F-064, Washington, D.C. 20585. 
The subject matter of this proposed 
rulemaking is within the scope of the 
programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement, and the impacts of the 
proposed rulemaking were adequately 
addressed in the EIS. 


VI. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The information collection 
requirements contained in §§ 456.1020 
and 456.1021 have been submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review under Section 3504(h) 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 
(Pub. L. 96-511). Comments on the 
information collection requirements of 
this proposal should be submitted to 
both DOE and OMB as indicated below. 


VIL. Comment an¢ Hearing Procedures 
A. Written Comments 


Interested persons are inv: d to 
participate in this rulemaking by 
submitting data, views, or arguments 
concerning the proposed procedures, 
requirements, and criteria. Comments 
should be submitted to the address 
given in the addresses section of this 
preamble and identified on the envelope 
and document submitted with the 
designation “RCS Federal Standby 
Plan” (Docket No. CAS-RM-80-123). 
Ten copies should be submitted. All 
written comments must be received by 
February 2, 1983 to ensure 
consideration. Comments on the 
information collection requirements of 
this proposal should also be submitted 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Office of 
Management and Budget, 726 Jackson 
Place, NW., Washington, D.C. 20503, 
Attention: Mr. Jeff Hill. - 

All written comments received after 
publication of this proposed rule will be 
available for public inspection in the ° 
DOE Reading Room , Room 1E-190, 
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C., 
between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday. Any 
information or data considered by the 
person furnishing it to be confidential 
must be so identified. DOE reserves the 
right to determine the confidential status 
of information or data and to treat it 
accordingly. 


B. Briefing and Hearing Procedures 


The time and place of the public 

. briefing are indicated in the dates and 
addresses sections of this preamble. The 
purpose of the public briefing is to give 
all interested parties an opportunity to 
hear a description of the proposed FSP 
and ask questions. No participant 
preregistration is required. 


The time and location of the public 
hearings are also given in the dates and 
addresses sections of this preamble. 
DOE invites any person who has an 
interest in the propos rulemaking, or 
who is a representative of a group or 
class of persons that has an interest in 
the proposed rulemaking, to make a 
written request to make an oral 
presentation. Such a request should be 
directed to the address given in the 
addresses section of this preamble and 
must be received before 4:30 p.m. on the 
dates specified in the dates section. A 
request should be labeled both on the 
document and on the envelope “RCS 
Federal Standby Plan” [CAS-RM-80- 
123]. 

The person making the request should 
briefly describe the interest concerned; 
if appropriate, state why she or he is a 
proper representative of a group or class 
of persons that has an interest in the 
Plan; give a concise summary of the 
proposed oral presentation; and provide 
a telephone number at which he or she 
may be contacted through the day of the 
hearing. 

Each person who, in DOE’s judgment, 
proposes to present relevant material 
and information shall be selected to be 
heard and shall be amply notified by 
DOE of his or her participation. 

Persons selected to appear at the 
hearing must bring at least six copies of 
their statements to the hearing site given 
above in the addresses section of this 
preamble. The hearings will begin at 
9:00 a.m., local time. 


C. Conduct of Hearings 


DOE reserves the right to arrange the 
schedule of representatives to be heard 
and to establish the procedures 
governing the conduct of the hearing. 
The length of each presentation may be 
limited, based on the number of persons 
requesting to be heard. A DOE official 
will be designated as presiding officer to 
chair the hearing. Questions may be 
asked only by those conducting the 
hearing, and there will be no cross- 
examination of the persons presenting 
statements, 

Any participant who wishes to ask a 
question at the hearing may submit the 
question, in writing, at the registration 
desk. The presiding officer will evaluate 
the question’s relevance and whether 
time limitations permit it to be presented 
for a response. The presiding officer will 
announce any further procedural rules 
needed for the proper conduct of the 
hearing. 

A transcript of the hearing will be 
made, and the entire record of the 
hearing, including the transcript, will be 
retained by DOE and made available for 
inspection at the DOE Freedom of 
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Information Reading Room, Room 1E- 
090, Forrestal Building, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. Any person may 
purchase a copy of the transcript from. 
the reporter. 


List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 456 


Energy aucits, Energy conservation, 
Housing, Insuiation, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Solar 
energy, and Utilities. 


(Part 1 of Title II of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act, Pub. L. 95-619, 92 
Stat. 3206 et seg., amended by Title V, 
Subtitle B of the Energy Security Act, Pub. L. 
96-294, 94 Stat. 611; Department of Energy 
Organization Act, Pub. L. 95-91, 91 Stat. 565 
et seq.) 


In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Department of Energy proposes to 
amend Chapter II, Title 10 in Part 456 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, as set 
forth below. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., November 16, 
1982. 
Joseph J. Tribble, 
Assistant Secretary, Conservation and 
Renewable Energy. 


PART 456—[AMENDED] 


1. 10 CFR Part 456 is amended by 
adding to the Table of Contents the 
following entries for Subpart J: 


Subpart J—Residential Conservation 
Service (RCS) Federal Standby Pian 


Sec. 

456.1000 Introduction. 

456.1001 Definitions. 

456.1002 Coverage of RCS Federal Standby 
Plan. 

456.1003 Procedures for investigating and 
enforcing compliance with the RCS 
Federal Standby Plan. 

456.1004 Utility and home heating supplier 
liability. 

456.1005 Scope of benefits. 

456.1006 Program announcement. 

456.1007 Requirements for program audits. 

456.1008 Arranging installation. 

456.1009 Arranging financing. 

456.1010 Accounting and payment of costs. 

456.1011 Customer billing, repayment of 
loans, and termination of service. 

456.1012 List of suppliers, contractors, and 
lenders. 

456.1013 Quality assurance. 

456.1014 Qualification procedures for 
auditors, installers, and inspectors. 

456.1015 Home heating suppliers. 

456.1016 Program measures. 

- 456.1017 Supply, installation, and financing 
by utilities. 

456.1018 Complaints processing procedures. 

456.1019 Coordination. 

456.1020 Reporting and recordkeeping. 





Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Proposed Rules 


456.1021 Information which a utility and 


participating home héating supplier shall 
report to the Assistant Secretary. 
456.1022 Exceptions. 


2. 10 CFR Part 456 is amended by 
adding a new Subpart J to read as 
follows: 


SUBPART J—RESIDENTIAL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE (RCS) 
FEDERAL STANDBY PLAN 


§ 456.1000 Introduction. 

(a) The RCS Federal Standby Plan 
(FSP or Plan) specifies the procedures to 
be followed to ensure that eligible 
customers receive the services of the 
RCS Program when a State does not 
submit an acceptable RCS Plan within 
the necessary time or fails to implement 
adequately an approved plan. 

(b) This Plan sets forth the functions 
which utilities subject to the Plan will be 
ordered to perform. The core of the Plan 
is the offer of an on-site energy audit of 
an eligible customer's residence. In 
addition, the utility would provide 
related services, such as helping the 
customer locate conservation suppliers, 
identifying qualified contractors, and 
supplying information on lenders for any 
necessary financing for the purchase or 
installation of conservation and 
renewable resource measures. 


§ 456.1001 Definitions. 

All definitions set forth in § 456.105 
are applicable where relevant to this 
subpart, except as set forth below. 

Energy Conserving Practices. The 
term “energy conserving practices” 
means low or no cost practices 
designated by the Assistant Secretary 
which (a) save energy, (b) do not require 
the installation of energy conservation 
or renewable resource measures, and (c) 
do not adversely impact the RCS 
Federal Standby Plan. Such practices 
shall include, but are not limited to the 
ones set forth in § 456.105. 

Participating Home Heating Supplier. 
The term “participating home heating 
supplier” means a home heating supplier 
that has elected to participate in the 
RCS Federal Standby Plan. 

Program Announcement. The term 
“program announcement” means the 
RCS Program information and offer of 
services required to be provided by a 
covered utility or participating home 
heating supplier to each eligible 
customer by § 45f.1006. 

Program Measures. The term 
“program measures”means those energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measures which the Assistant Secretary 
has by rule determined to be 
appropriate by climatic region and fuel 
use category and which are found in 


Appendix I of this part, or which are 
determined to be program measures by 
a utility or participating home heating 
supplier in accordance with § 456.1016. 

RCS Federal Standby Plan. The term 
“RCS Federal Standby Plan” (FSP or 
Plan) means a plan developed pursuant 
to Subpart F of this part and Section 219 
of the National Energy Conservation 
Policy Act, (NECPA). 


§ 456.1002 Coverage of RCS Federal 
Standby Plan. 

(a) Regulated utilities. All regulated 
utilities providing utility service in a 
State where the FSP is ordered to be 
enforced and which meet the definition 
of “covered utility” shall be subject to 
the FSP. 

(b) Home heating suppliers. Any home 
heating supplier in a State where the 
FSP is ordered to be enforced and which 
wishes to participate in the FSP may so 
notify the Assistant Secretary. 


§ 456.1003 Procedures for investigating 
and enforcing compliance with the RCS 
Federal Standby Pian. 

(a) Investigation and enforcement. (1) 
The Assistant Secretary requires each 
utility and each participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP to 
comply with the Plan pursuant to the 
authority given the Assistant Secretary 
in Section 219 of NECPA (42 U.S.C. 
8220). 

(2) Individuals or groups wishing to 
report possible noncompliance with this 
Plan may inform the utility or 
participating home heating supplier in 
their area and/or the Assistant 
Secretary. The Assistant Secretary may 
investigate any allegation of 
noncompliance, or any complaint 
concerning the RCS Program or this 
Plan, submitted to DOE, or on his own 
initiative may review the activities of 
utilities or participating home heating 
suppliers subject to the FSP to determine 
compliance with the Plan. 

(3) Utilities or participating home 
heating suppliers subject to the FSP 
shall notify the Assistant Secretary 
within a reasonable length of time from 
date of receipt of any reports of possible 
noncompliance with this Plan submitted 
in accordance with paragraph (a)(2) of 
this section. 

(b) Conflicts of laws. Each utility 
subject to the FSP shall petition the 
Assistant Secretary in accordance with 
§ 456.102 whenever the utility believes it 
is prohibited by a State or local law or 
regulation from taking any action 
required to be taken under NECPA or 
any rule or FSP promulgated pursuant to 
NECPA, or whenever, the utility 
believes it is required or permitted by a 
State or local law or regulation to take 
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any action prohibited by NECPA or any 
rule or FSP promulgated pursuant to 
NECPA. 

(1) This petition shall contain a copy 
of the applicable State or local laws or 
regulations and description of the action 
and utility believes it is prohibited from 
taking or is permitted or required to take 
under such laws or regulations. 

(2) The Assistant Secretary shall give 
notice of the petition to the Governor, 
State Energy Office, and State 
Regulatory Authority of the applicable 
State and such other persons as the 
Assistant Secretary deems appropriate. 
Any such person or entity may file 
comments with the Assistant Secretary 
with respect to such petition within 30 
days of receipt of the notice. 

(3) If the Assistant Secretary 
determines pursuant to such petition 
that a State or local law or regulation 
prohibits a utility from taking any action 
required to be taken under NECPA or 
any rule or FSP promulgated pursuant to 
NECPA or permits or requires a utility to 
take any action prohibited by NECPA or 
any rule or FSP promulgated pursuant to 
NECPA, the Assistant Secretary shall 
issue an order superseding such State or 
local laws or regulations to the extent 
inconsistent with NECPA or any rule or 
FSP promulgated pursuant to NECPA. 
Such an order shall be effective with 
respect to all utilities otherwise subject 
to such State or local laws or regulations 
and shall moot any outstanding petitions 
under this section by such utilities. 

(c) Appeals. (1) Any person aggrieved 
by any order, finding, or determination 
made under paragraph (b) of this 
section, § 456.1012(a)(5)(vi), or 
§ 456.1017 may appeal that order, 
finding, or determination within 30 days 
in accordance with 10 CFR, Subpart H of 
Part 205. All such appeals shall be filed 
with the Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, Department of Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 20461. 

(2) Any person so aggrieved has not 
exhausted his administrative remedies 
until an appeal has been filed under that 


‘subpart and an order granting or 


denying the appeal has been issued. 


§ 456.1004 Utility and home heating 
supplier liability. 

A utility or participating heating 
supplier subject to the FSP that arranges 
for a lender to make a loan to, or a 
contractor to perform work for an 
eligible customer should not be held 
liable, by virtue of its role as project 
manager for the FSP, in any cause of 
action between such customer and such 
lender or contractor. 





§ 456.1005 Scope ofbenefits. 

(a) The benefits listed in paragraph (d) 
(1) through (5) of this section shall be 
made available to any eligible customer 
who receives an RCS audit and who 
takes the following actions: 

(1) Signs a contract for the installation 
of a program measure with an installer 
listed on the Master Record; and 

(2) Returns the arrangement card to 
the utility as provided for in § 456.1008. 

(b) The benefits listed in paragraphs 
(d) (3), (4), and (5) of this section shall be 
made available to any eligible customer 
who receives an RCS audit and who 
takes the following action: 

(1) Obtains a loan for the installation 
or purchase of a program measure from 
a listed lender; and 

(2) Returns the arrangement card to 
the utility in accordance with 
$ 456.1009(a). 

(c) The benefits listed in paragraphs 
(d) (1), (3), (4), and (5) of this section 
shall be made available to any eligible 
customer who takes the following 
actions: 

(1) Purchases any program measure 
from a supplier listed in the Master 
Record; and 

(2) Receives some evidence from the 
supplier that the measure carries the 
measures warranty. 

(d) The benefits to. which an eligible 
customer is entitled as-a result of certain 
actions described in paragraphs (a) 
through (c) of this section are: 

(1) The measure warranties defined in 
§ 456.105 with respect to any program 
measure; 

(2) Billing of costs and repayment of 
loans as described in § 456.1011; 

(3) The requirements placed on 
suppliers, lenders, and contractors by 
§ 456.1012(b); , 

(4) Quality assurance in the 
installation of measures described in 
§ 456.1013; and 

(5) Access to the conciliation 
conference and redress procedures 
described in § 456.1018. 


§ 456.1006 Program announcement. 

(a) Distribution and content. Each 
utility subject to the FSP shall send to 
each eligible customer a copy of the 
program announcement no later than 90 
days after the issuance of an order from 
the Assistant Secretary to comply with 
the FSP and every two years thereafter 
until January 1, 1985. Each participating 
home heating supplier shall send to each 
eligible customer a copy of the program 
announcement no later than the date set 
forth in the notice from the Assistant 
Secretary approving participation by the 
home heating supplier in the FSP. A 
program announcement must, at a 
minimum— 


(1) List the program measures 
identified in Appendix I or the program 
measures developed by the utility 
pursuant -to § 456.1016, for the category 
of residential buildings owned or 
occupied by such eligible customer; 

(2) List the energy conserving 
practices defined in § 456.105 and 
§ 456.1001 or the practices developed by 
the utility and approved by the 
Assistant Secretary pursuant to 
§ 456.1022, and state that they are of low 
or no cost; 

(3) Include a reasonable estimate (or a 
range of estimates) of the savings in 
energy costs for a period of one year, 
which are likely to result from 
installation of each of the applicable 
program measures or adoption of the 
energy conserving practices, 
individually or as a group, in a typical 
building or buildings in such category; 

(4) Include an offer to perform each of 
the services required to be offered under 
§ 456.1007 (Program Audits) § 456.1008 
(Arranging Installation), § 456.1009 
(Arranging Financing, and § 456.1012(c) 
(List Distributed to Eligible Customers) 
and a description of the services. 

(i) The offer of the program audit may 
be conditioned upon a 
nondiscriminatory factor such as serving 
one geographic area at a time or serving 
a certain type of energy user first. An 
unconditional offer, however, shall be 
offered within one year of a conditional 
offer. 

(ii) The offer must explain that an 
eligible customer may request the 
services offered in the program 
announcement by a request card 
included in the program announcement, 
or by any other appropriate method 
which is the most convenient for the 
utility. 

(iii) The offer must list the direct 
costs, if any, of receiving the service, 
which are to be charged to the eligible 
customer; 

(5) With respect to the benefits listed 
in § 456.1005(d), describe the benefits 
and explain what actions an eligible 
customer must take to qualify for them, 
as described in § 456.1005(a)-(c); 

(6) Include the following disclosure or 
a similiar statement: “The estimates 
contained in this program 
announcement are based on estimates 
for typical houses and local fuel prices 
which were in effect at the time this 
program announcement was published. 
The energy audit which we offer will _ 

rovide more specific estimates for your 
ome”; and 

(7) Include a brief explanation of the 
benefits of the Federal energy tax 
credits as follows: “The Federal 
Government permits most homeowners 
or tenants to claim tax credits of up to 
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15 percent (maximum credit is $300) of 


’ the cost of conservation investments 


(such as insulation or storm windows) 
and up to 40 percent (maximum credit is 
$2,200) of the cost of solar energy 
systems (such as solar water heaters). 
For more information on your eligibility 
for these tax credits, contact your local 
Internal Revenue Service Office.” 

(b) Calculation procedures. Each 
utility or participating home heating 
supplier shall provide the Assistant 
Secretary, pursuant to § 456.1021, with a 
copy of the procedures used for 
determining the estimates of the savings 
in energy costs referred to in paragraph 
(a)(3) of this section. 

(c) New customers. (1) A new 
customer is a person who becomes an 
eligible customer after the initial 
distribution of the program 
announcement but before January 1, 
1985. 

(2) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
send a program announcement which 
meets the requirements of this section to 
each new customer within 60 days of 
such customer becoming a new 
customer. 

(3) Each covered utility or 
participating home heating supplier shall 
retain in its files for not less than five 
years a copy of each report of each 
program audit performed pursuant to an 
RCS Program, which shall be available 
to any subsequent owner, without 
charge. Within 60 days of becoming a 
new customer, each new eligible 
customer, who is an owner of a 
residential building or dwelling unit 
therein, shall be informed by the utility 
or participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP that, upon request 
and without charge, the customer may 
receive a copy of the results of any 
program audit of the customer's 
residence which the utility or 
participating home heating supplier may 
have performed pursuant to the RCS 
Program. 

(d) Prohibitions. (1) The program 
announcement shall not include any 
advertising, unless approved by the 
Assistant Secretary pursuant to 
$ 456.1022, for the sale, installation, or 
financing by any supplier, contractor, or 
lender (including the utility and 
participating home heating supplier) of 
any energy conservation measure, 
renewable resource measure, energy 
conserving practice, or product. 
However, if the utility or participating 
home heating supplier subject to the FSP 
is a lender listed in accordance with 
§ 456.1012(b)(3), the program 
announcement may so state. If 
advertising is permitted, the utility shall 
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ensure that such advertising does not 
unfairly discriminate against any 
person. 

(2) The utility or participating home 
heating supplier is prohibited from 
unfairly discriminating among measures, 
eligible customers, suppliers, 
contractors, and lenders in the content 
of, and in the providing of, information 
required under this section. 


§ 456.1007 Requirements for program 
audits. 


(a) Timing and preconditions. (1) Each 
utility or participating home heating 
supplier subject to the FSP who 
unconditionally offers an audit to an 
eligible customer shall provide such 
audit within 90 days after the customer’s 
request for the audit. 

(2) Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP who 
chooses to first conditionally offer a 
program audit to an eligible customer 
shall provide an audit within 45 days 
after the customer’s request. 

(3) A utility or participating home 
heating supplier may request an 
exception from paragraphs (a) (1) or (a) 
(2) of this section pursuant to § 456.1022. 

(4) Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP is 
prohibited from requiring any 
precondition for providing a program 
audit to an eligible customer an is 
prohibited from discriminating unfairly 
among eligible customers in providing 
program audits. 

(b) Contents of program audit. (1) 
Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
provide (either directly or through one or 
more auditors under contract) to each 
eligible customer, upon request, a 
comprehensive program audit which 
addresses the applicable program 
measures and identifies the appropriate 
energy conserving practices referred to 
in § 456.105 and § 456.1001 or those 
practices approved by the Assistant 
Secretary pursuant to § 456.1022. 

(2) The auditor shall determine in 
each program audit the applicability of 
each program measure in that residence 
based on applicability criteria set forth 
below or in the case of residential 
buildings containing more than four 
dwelling units, based on the DOE 
applicability criteria set forth in 
Appendix III of this part. Additionally, 
any utility or participating home heating 
supplier may establish its own 
applicability criteria, subject to the 
approval of the Assistant Secretary 
pursuant to § 456.1022. If a program 
measure is not applicable, then the 
requirement of this section to provide 
estimates of the cost and savings of 
installation of the measure in such 


residence does not apply. A program 
measure is applicable in a residence if— 

(i) The measure is not already present 
in the residence; 

(ii) Installation of the measure is not a 
violation of Federal, State, or local law 
or regulations; 

(iii) With respect to ceiling insulation, 
the difference between the existing level 
of insulation in the residence and the 
appropriate insulation level, as 
determined by the Assistant Secretary, 
is R-11 or more; 

(iv) With respect to wind energy 
devices— 

(A) The estimated average annual 
wind resource in the vicinity of the site 
is 10 miles per hour, or greater, at 10 
meters (32 feet) above ground level; and 

(B) There are no major wind 
obstructions over 55 feet high, greater 
than 30 feet wide, within 100 feet of a 
potential location for the wind energy 
device; 

(v) With respect io active solar 
heating systems, or combined active 
solar systems, a site exists on or near 
the residence which is free of major 
obstruction to solar radiation and the 
residence has a space-heating system 
other than a steam heating, electric 
resistance radiant heating, or electric 
resistance baseboard heating system; 

(vi) With respect to active domestic 
hot water systems, a site exists on or 
near the residence which is free of major 
obstruction to solar radiation; 

(vii) With respect to flue-opening 
modifications, the furnace combustion 
air is taken from a conditioned area: 

(viii) With respect to clock 
thermostats, either the residence 
currently has a thermostat or the 
existing furnace or central air 
conditioner is compatible with a clock 
thermostat; 

(ix) With respect to replacement solar 
swimming pool heaters, there is an 
existing heated swimming pool and a 
location exists on the premises which is 
free of major obstruction of solar 
radiation; 

(x) With respect to wall insulation, 
there is no insulation in a substantial 
portion of the exterior walls, 

(xi) With respect to floor insulation, 
no floor insulation is present; 

(xii) With respect to direct gain 
glazing systems and indirect gain 
systems, the living space of the 
residence has either a south-facing (+ 
or —45° of True South) wall or an 
integral south-facing (+ or —45° of True 
South) roof, which is free of major 
obstruction to solar radiation; 

(xiii) With respect to solaria/sunspace 
systems, the living space of the 
residence has a south-facing ground- 


level wall, which is free of major 
obstructions to solar radiation; and 

(xiv) With respect to heat-absorbing 
or heat reflective window and door 
material, the residence has an existing 
central or room air conditioner. 

(3) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
use as program audit procedures those 
contained in the DOE Model Audit or 
any other audit procedures approved by 
DOE, pursuant to § 456.1022. For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 
“program audit procedures” means the 
measurements or inspections which the 
auditor must make in a customer's 
residence and the calculations which 
must be performed in making energy 
cost savings estimates. 

(4) The auditor is required to base any 
cost and saving estimate for any 
applicable furnace efficiency 
modification to a gas or oil furnace or 
boiler on an evaluation of the seasonal 
efficiency of such furnace or boiler. This 
seasonal efficiency shall be based on 
estimated peak (tuned-up) steady state 
efficiency corrected for cycling losses. In 
the case of an oi! furnace, or a furnace 
which has been converted from burning 
oil or coal by installation of a gas 
burner, steady state efficiency shall be 
derived by a flue gas analysis of 
measured flue gas termperature and 
carbon dioxide content. In the case of a 
gas furnace or boiler, steady state 
efficiency shall be derived from the 
manufacturer's design data and 
observation of the furnace components, 
or, alternatively, by a flue gas analysis 
of measured flue gas temperature and 
carbon dioxide content. 

(5) The auditor shall offer, at the time 
of the audit, to provide the eligible 
customer at a minimum, with a written 
sample of the typical format of the audit 
results and a brief explanation of how to 
interpret such results. 

(6) The auditor shall perform a 
program audit only for those measures 
provided for in Appendix I or those 
products or measures approved by DOE 
pursuant to § 456.1022. 

(c) Additional information required 
for program audits. The auditor is 
required to present the following 
information to the eligible customer 
during, or upon completion of, the 
program audit: 

(1) An explanation of the benefits and 
services listed in § 456.1005 and a brief 
description of how the eligible customer 
can qualify for such benefits and 
services. 

(2) Upon request by the eligible 
customer, the lists of contractors, 
suppliers, and lenders developed 
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pursuant to § 456.1012 for the applicable 
program measures. 

(d) Results of program audit. Each 
utility or participating home heating 
supplier subject to the FSP is required to 
provide the following information in 
writing to each eligible customer who 
receives a program audit: 

(1) An estimate of the total cost 
expressed in dollars or a range of 
dollars, of installation by a contractor of 
each applicable program measure. 

(2) An estimate of the total cost, 
expressed in dollars or a range of 
dollars, or purchase by the customer of 
each applicable program measure. 

(3) An estimate of energy savings 
expressed in dollars or a range of 
dollars, of each applicable program 
measure addressed by the program 
audit. 

(4) Information on existing Federal tax 
credits. 

(5) In the case of a utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
which does not provide in-person results 
of audits, the customer must be given 
the opportunity to discuss the results of 
the audit with a qualified person. 

(e) Prohibitions and disclosure 
required for program audits. (1) Unless 
otherwise approved by the Assistant 
Secretary pursuant to § 456.1022, the 
auditor is prohibited from estimating, as 
part of any program audit provided 
pursuant to the FSP, the costs or energy 
cost savings of installing any measure or 
product which is not a program measure. 

(2) Auditors are prohibited from 
recommending any supplier, contractor, 
or lender who supplies, installs, or 
finances the sale or installation of any 
program measure if such 
recommendation would unfairly 
discriminate among such supp) 2rs, 
contractors, or lenders. If the utuity or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP is itself a supplier, 
installer, or lender listed in accordance 
with § 456.1012(b), the auditor may so 
state. 

(3) No utility, participating home 
heating supplier, or auditor may unfairly 
discriminate among program measures. 

(4) Each auditor must provide the 
eligible customer with a written 
statement of any substantial interest 
which the person or the person’s 
employer has, directly or indirectly, in 
the sale or installation of any program 
measures. 

(f) Program audits of furnaces. In 
order for an auditor of a utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP to provide cost and 
savings estimates for furnace efficiency 
modifications with respect to a furnace 
which uses as its primary source of 
energy any fuel or source of energy 


other than the fuel or source of energy 
sold by that utility or participating home 
heating supplier, the eligible customer 
must request such audit by signing a 
form which includes the following: 


If your home is heated by a source of fuel 
other than [state the type of fuel supplied by 
the utility or participating home heating 
supplier], only the supplier of the other fuel 
may audit your furnace unless you 
specifically request us to audit your furnace. 
Federal law requires that the request be in 
writing. If you want us to audit your furnace, 
although we do not supply the fuel for it, 
please sign below. 


(g) Qualifications for program 
auditors. Each auditor who performs a 
program audit pursuant to the FSP 
shall— 

(1) Be qualified according to the 
applicable procedures in § 456.1014(a) of 
this Plan; and 

(2) Be under contract or subcontract 
to, be an employee of, or be an 
employee of a contractor or 
subcontractor to, a utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP. 


§ 456.1008 Arrangement installation. 

(a) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
offer to provide to each customer at the 
time of the audit or with the audit 
results an information packet 
containing— 

(1) A list of participating contractors 
and lenders in the RCS Program; 

(2) Basic information about the nature, 
types and terms of financing for energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measures; 

(3) An arrangement card which should 
be signed by the customer and lender 
and/or installer, and returned to the 
utility upon receipt of the arranged loan 
or completion of the arranged 
installation or both; and 

(4) A telephone number which the 
customer may call to ask appropriate 
questions concerning the installation 
and financing of program measures. 

(b) Prohibitions. (1) No utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP shall recommend, 
select, or provide information about any 
supplier or installer when such a 
recommendation would result in unfair 
discrimination among suppliers or 
installers. 

(2) No utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
discriminate unfairly among customers, 
suppliers, installers, or program 
measures. However, a utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
which is listed in accordance with 
§ 456.1012(b)(1) or (2) may so state. 
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(3) No utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
arrange installation with any supplier or 
installer unless such person is listed in 
the Master Record. 


§ 456.1009 Arranging financing. 

(a) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
offer to provide to each eligible 
customer at the time of the audit or 
audit results, the information packet 
referred to in § 456.1008(a). 

(b) Prohibitions. (1) No utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP may recommend, 
select, or provide information about any 
Tender when such a recommendation, 
selection or information would result in 
unfair discrimination among lenders. 
When arranging financing, no utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP may discriminate 
unfairly among suppliers, eligible 
customers, installers, lenders, or 
program measures. However, if the 
utility or participating home heating 
supplier is listed in accordance with 
§ 456.1012(b)(3), it may so state. 

(2) No utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
arrange financing for the purchase or 
installation of program measures with a 
lender unless the lender is listed in the 
Master Record. 


§ 456.1010 Accounting and payment of 
costs. 

(a) Accounting. All amounts expended 
or received by a utility subject to the 
FSP which are attributable to the RCS 
Program, including any penalties paid 
under 10 CFR Part 456 Subart F (Federal 
Standby Authority) shall be separately 
accounted for on the books and records 
from amounts attributable to all other 
activities of the utility. 

(b) Payments of costs. Utilities subject 
to the FSP shall treat costs as described 
below and shall notify the Assistant 
Secretary, pursuant to § 456.1021, how 
the costs described in paragraph (b)(2) 
of this section will be treated. 

(1) All amounts expended by a utility 
subject to the FSP for the program 
announcement and all public education 
and program promotion directly related 
to providing information about a utility's 
RCS Program shall be treated as a 
current expense of providing utility 
service and be charged to all ratepayers 
of the utility subject to the FSP in the 
same manner as other current operating 
expenses of providing such utility 
service, 

(2) The cost of the following program 
elements shall be recovered in the 
manner specified by the State regulatory 
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authority for all regulated utilities 
subject to the FSP (except that the 
amount that may be recovered directly 
from a residential customer for whom 
the activities described in paragraph 
(b)(2)(ii) of this section are performed 
shall not exceed $15 per dwelling unit, 
or the actual cost of such activities, 
whichever is less): 

(i) Administrative and general 
expenses, including those associated 
with program audits, customer billing 
services, and arranging. 

(ii) Project manager requirements, 
including— 

(A) The providing of program audits; 

(B) The arranging for a lender to make 
a loan to an eligible customer to finance 
the purchase and installation costs of 
energy conservation and renewable 
resource measures; 

(C) The arranging to have the program 
measures installed; and 

(D) List distribution. 

(3) In determining the amount to be 
recovered directly from customers as 
provided under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section, the State regulatory authority 
shall take into consideration, to the 
extent practicable, the customers’ ability 
to pay and the likely levels of 
participation in the utility program 
which will result from such recovery. 

(c) Duplication of audits. (1) In areas 
where a residential customer is an 
eligible customer of more than one 
utility or participating home heating 
supplier, such customer is entitled to an 
RCS audit from only one of these 
utilities or home heating suppliers. 

(2) No utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
be required to make more than one audit 
of a residential building or dwelling unit 
therein, unless a new owner, who is an 
eligible customer, requests a subsequent 
audit. 


§ 456.1011 Customer billing, repayment of 
loans, and termination of service. 

(a) Customer billing. Every charge by 
a utility or a participating home heating 
supplier, subject to the RCS Federal! 
Standby Plan, to a customer for any 
portion of the costs of carrying out any 
activity pursuant to the FSP that is 
charged to the residential customer for 
whom such activity is performed 
(including repayment of a loan) and that 
is included on a billing for utility service 
submitted by the utility or home heating 
supplier to such residential customer 
shall be stated separately on such 
billing from the cost of providing utility 
or fuel service. Nothing in this 
paragraph shall be construed so as to 
require that charges to the customer for 
activities performed pursuant to the FSP 


must be included on the periodic utility 
or fuel bill. 

(b) Repayment of /Joans. (1) In the case 
of any Idan arranged by a utility 
pursuant to § 456.1009, the utility, at the 
request of the lender, and with the 
approval of the customer, shall permit 
repayment of the loan as part of the 
periodic utility bill. The utility may 
recover from the lender the cost 
incurred by the utility in carrying out 
such manner or repayment. 

(2) In the case of any loan for the 
purchase or installation of program 
measures made by a participating home 
heating supplier under FSP, or under the 
circumstances described in § 456.1009, 
by a lender other than that participating 
home heating supplier— 

(i) The participating home heating 
supplier shall permit the eligible 
customer to include repayment of the 
loan in the customer’s payment of his 
periodic fuel bill over a period of not 
less than three years, unless the eligible 
customer chooses a shorter repayment 
period; 

(ii) A lump-sum payment of 
outstanding principal and interest may 
be required by the lender upon default 
(as determined under applicable law) in 
payment by the eligible customer; and 

(iii) No penalty shall be imposed by a 
participating heating supplier, or any 
other lender with which a loan is 
arranged by the participating home 
heating supplier, for payment of all or 


‘ any portion of the outstanding loan 


amount prior to the date such payment 
would otherwise be due. 

(c) Termination of service. No utility 
or participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP shall terminate or 
otherwise restrict utility or fuel service 
to any customer for any default by the 
customer for payments due for any 
services under the FSP. 


§ 456.1012 List of suppliers, contractors, 
and lenders. 

(a) Master Record. The procedures for 
the preparation of a Master Record of all 
suppliers, contractors, and lenders who 
sell, install, or finance program 
measures in a State subject to the FSP 
and who wish to be included in the lists 
distributed pursuant to paragraph (c) of 
this section are as follows: 

(1) DOE or its designee is the Listing 
Agency which is responsible for the 
preparation and maintenance of the 
Master Record. The Assistant Secretary 
is responsible for the criteria for 
inclusion in and deletion from the 
Master Record as well as for retaining 
the ultimate responsibility for the 
Master Record. 

(2) Each utility subject to the FSP shall 
ensure that a reasonable attempt is 


made to inform all suppliers, 
contractors, and lenders who sell, 
install, or finance program measures in 
their service area of the pending 
compilation of the Master Record. All 
notices shall contain the list of 
qualification requirements set forth in 
paragraph (b) of this section and 

§ 456.1014 and shall inform potential 
applicarts of how they may apply for 
inclusion in the Master Record. At a 
minimum, the following methods of 
notice shall be used by the utilities to 
notify the above parties as to how they 
may apply for inclusion to the Master 
Record: 

(i) Publication in newsparers of 
general circulation in the utility service 
area. 

(ii) Direct notification of appropriate 
trade associations. 

(3) Utilities shall take this gathered 
information and forward it to the 
Assistant Secretary or his designee who 
will apply DOE’s criteria to determine 
which of the interested parties qualify 
for listing. 

(4) All persons, and only such 
persons, who agree to comply with the 
requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section (unless on the basis of past 
experience, the Assistant Secretary or 
his designee determines that such 
person's agreement is not adequate 
assurance of compliance with the 
requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section) shall be included in the initial 
Master Record, and thereafter in the 
existing Master Record within a 
reasonable time after applying for 
inclusion. 

(5) Delisting (i) Temporary delisting. 
Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
cease temporarily from arranging with 
any person in the Master Record and 
shall remove from the Master Record 
any person whom the Assistant 
Secretary or his designee has verified as 
failing to comply with the requirements 
of paragraph (b) of this section for a 
period of 30 days following this 
verification, or until the provisions of 
paragraph (a) (5) {v) of this section have 
been satisfied, whichever is longer. If 
the utility or participating home heating 
supplier receives information that a 
person in the Master Record has failed 
to comply with paragraph (b) of this 
section, the utility may, prior to 
notifying the Assistant Secretary or his 
designee, temporarily remove the person 
from the Master Record. The utility and 
participating home heating supplier must 
then immediately notify the Assistant 
Secretary or his designee. After be.ng 
notified by the Assistant Secretary or 





his designee, the person may inquire 
about the case against him or her. 

(ii) Extended delisting. Subject to the 
provisions of paragraph (a) (5) (iv) of 
this section, any person determined by 
the Assistant Secretary or his designee 
to have violated the listing requirements 
of paragraph (b) of this section three 
times within a 12 month period shall, as 
ordered by the Assistant Secretary or 
his designee, be removed from the 
Master Record for a period of 6 months 
or until the provisions of paragraph (a) 
(5) (v) have been satisfied, whichever is 
longer, and not arranged with during 
this period. 

(iii) Each utility and participating 
home heating supplier shall be required 
to notify immediately the Assistant 
Secretary of any alleged violations of 
the requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section for inclusion in the Master 
Record. 

(iv) Each person proposed for 
extended delisting shall have— 

(A) Written notice from the Assistant 
Secretary or his designee of the 
proposed remor al and the grounds for 
such removal at least 30 days before the 
actual removal; 

(B) An opportunity to respond in 
writing to the allegations contained in 
the noticé; and 

(C) With respect to installers, access 
to the records of the utility regarding 
any inspections of the work of such 
installer. 

(v) All persons removed from the 
Master Record pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(5) (i) or (ii) of this section shall have an 
opportunity to be included anew in the 
Master Record at the end of the 
prescribed period and provided the 
delisted person has— 

(A) Corrected all old violations; and 

(B) Agreed to pay for any inspections 
to verify that the corrections have been 
made. 

(vi) Any person removed from the 
Master Record pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(5) (i) or (ii) of this section by the 
Assistant Secretary or his designee may 
appeal such removal in accordance with 
§ 456.1003fc). 

(h) Requirements for inclusion in the 
Master Record. (1) When installing 
program measures under the 
circumstances described in § 456.1005, 
all installation contractors included in 
the Master Record shall— 

(i) Install only measures covered by 
the measures warranties provided for in 
§ 456.105; 

(ii) Comply with the contractor's 
measures warranty provided for in 
§ 456.105; 

(iii) Furnish the customer with a 
written contract describing the job to be 
performed and its cost; 


(iv) Comply with all applicable 
Federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations and/or adopted standards; 

(v) Comply with any applicable 
quality assurance requirements 
established pursuant to § 456.1013; 

(vi) Comply with the applicable 
qualification provisions established 
pursuant to § 456.1014; and 

(vii) Agree to participate in good faith 
in the conciliation conference described 
in § 456.1018(a) when there is a 
complaint by an eligible customer 
against such person. 

(2) When supplying program measures 
under the circumstances described in 
§ 456.1005, all suppliers included in the 
Master Record shall— 

(i) With respect to the program 
measures the supplier is listed as 
carrying, supply program measures 
covered by the measure warranties 
provided for in paragraph (1) or (2) of 
the definition of Measure Warranties 
(§ 456.105); 

(ii) Have a method for informing 
customers of those products supplied by 
the supplier that are program measures, 
and that have a measure warranty; 

(iii) Comply with all applicable 
Federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations; 

(iv) Comply with any applicable 
quality assurance provisions established 
pursuant to § 456.1013; and 

(v) Agree to participate in good faith 
in the conciliation conference described 
in § 456.1018({a) when there is a 
complaint by an eligible customer 
against such person. 

(3) When financing the sale or 
installation of program measures under 
the circumstances described in 
§ 456.1005, all lenders included in the 
Master Record shall— 

(i) Not take security in real property 
that is used as the principal residence of 
the eligible customer, unless the eligible 
customer acknowledges in writing that 
he or she is aware of the consequences 
of default on the loan; 

(ii) Comply with all applicable 
Federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations; 

(iii) Provide each appropriate utility 
and participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP in the customer's 
service area with copies of the lenders’ 
loan forms; and 

(iv) Agree to participate in good faith 
in the conciliation conference described 
in § 456.1018(a) when there is a 
complaint by an eligible customer 
against such person. 

(c) List distribution to eligible 
customers. Each utility and participating 
home heating supplier subject to the FSP 
shall provide, upon request, toevery © 
eligible customer, lists of all suppliers, 
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contractors, and lenders included in the 
Master Record who sell, install or 
finance program measures in its service 
area or a smaller area where 
appropriate. 

(1) Each utility subject to the FSP shall 
publish the list in a fair, open, and 
nondiscriminatory manner. 

(2) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
present these lists in a fair, open, and 
nondiscriminatory manner. 

(3) The list shall indicate the type (but 
not brand name) of program measure(s) 
each supplier or contractor sells or 
installs. 

(4) The-list of lenders shall include a 
statement informing customers that 
financial assistance under the Solar 
Energy and Energy Conservation Bank 
Act may be available from lenders 
included in the Master Record. 

(5) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
periodically send to the Assistant 
Secretary or his designee any names it 
has received for inclusion or deletion 
from these lists. 


The Assistant Secretary or his designee 
will review the names and inform the 
appropriate utility and participating 
home heating supplier of any names that 
are authorized to be included or deleted 
from these lists. Each utility shall then 
update these lists to reflect the approved 
additions and deletions received. 


§ 456.1023 Quality assurance [Proposal 
Al. 


Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
establish and send to the Assistant 
Secretary for approval, pursuant to 
§ 456.1021, procedures to ensure that 
reasonable levels of effectiveness and 
safety are maintained in the supply and 
installation of measures under the FSP. 


§ 456.1013 Quality assurance [Proposal 
B}. 


(a) Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
establish and send to the Assistant 
Secretary for approval, pursuant to 
§ 456.1021, procedures to ensure that 
reasonable levels of effectiveness and 
safety are maintained in the supply and 
installation of measures under the FSP. 
These procedures shall provide for the 
following: 

(1) Random post-installation 
inspections of installations performed 
by each installer under the 
circumstances described in § 456.1005 
during the first year of the utility's or 
participating home heating supplier's 
FSP program. These inspections shall 
determine compliance with applicable 
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Federal, State or local laws, standards, 
or manufacturers instructions as 
determined by the utility or participating 
home heating supplier. Only persons 
qualified pursuant to § 456.1014 shall 
perform inspections and no inspector 
shall have a financial interest in the 
contractor who installed the measure(s) 
unless the contractor is a covered utility 
or participating home heating supplier; 

’ (2) A mechanism to inform the 
customer and installer of the results of 
the inspections within a reasonable 
time; 

(3) An offer to make available to each 
customer, at the time of the audit or 
when the results of the audit are 
provided, information on how to 
recognize the most common types of 
improper installation; 

(4) Providing information to audited 
customers on the Federal, State, and 
local conciliation and redress 
procedures available in the event of an 
improper installation; and 

(5) Providing information on the 
availability of independent (public or 
private) inspection services. 

(b) Any utility or participating home 
heating supplier may request an 
exception from the requirements of 
paragraphs (a) (1)-(5) of this section 
pursuant to § 456.1022. Such requests 
must demonstrate that existing 
mechanisms are sufficient to ensure 
reasonable levels of the quality of 
installations. 


§ 456.1014 Qualification procedures for 
auditors, installers, and inspectors. 

(a) Auditor qualification 
requirements. (1) Each utility and 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP must provide auditors 
for the RCS program who have either 
successfully completed an auditor 
training program using the DOE auditor 
training manual or any other DOE 
approved auditor training program, or 
passed a DOE approved certification 
examination. 

(2) Paragraph (a) (1) of this section 
shall not be applicable to any auditor 
who has previously operated under an 
approved State Plan unless the utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
decides otherwise. 

(b) Installer qualification 
requirements. (1) Each utility and 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP shall assure that 
installers of flue-opening modifications, 
electrical and mechanical ignition 
systems, and wind energy systems are 
able to install these measures in 
compliance with applicable Federal, 
State and local laws and regulations. In 
the absence of such laws or regulations, 
the utility or particiating home heating 


supplier shall specify the standards to 
be used, such as industry consensus 
standards or other standards subject to 
DOE approval pursuant to § 456.1021. 

(2) Utilities and participating home 
heating home suppliers that operate in 
States that have enacted and are 
actively administering a statewide 
program for the licensing of such 
installers may request DOE to exempt 
them from the obligations described in 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section. 

(3) Paragraph (b)(1) of this section 
shall not be applicable to any installer 
who has previously operated under an 
approved RCS Program within the State 
now covered by this FSP. This provision 
shall not apply to installers who would 
otherwise not be entitled to be included 
on a Master List because of the delisting 
provisions of a Federal or State RCS 
program. 

(c) Inspector qualification 
requirements. (1) Each utility and 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP shall assure that 
inspectors of program measures are able 
to inspect for compliance with 
applicable laws, standards, or 
manufacturers’ instructions as 
determined pursuant to § 456.1013(a)(1) 
[Proposal B]. 

(2) Paragraph (c)(1) of this section 
shall not be applicable to any inspector 
who has previously operated under an 
approved State plan unless the utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
decides otherwise. 

(d) Additional requirements with 
respect to qualifying procedures. 
Pursuant to § 456.1021, each utility and 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP is required to— 

(1) Provide procedures for the 
Assistant Secretary's review which 
assure that persons are permitted, in a 
nondiscriminatory manner, to 
participate in the qualification 
procedures and describe how this will 
be done; and 

(2) Establish a timetable for the 
implementation of the qualification 
procedures for auditors, installers, and 
inspectors. For a utility, this timetable 
shall provide for implementation of such 
procedures no later than 60 days 
following the issuance of the order to 
comply with FSP. For a participating 
home heating supplier, this timetable 
shall provide for implementation of such 
procedures no later than the date 
specified on the notice sent by the 


‘ Assistant Secretary approving the 


participation of such supplier in the FSP. 


§ 456.1015 Home heating suppliers. 

(a) Participation and Withdrawal. 
Any home heating supplier in a State 
subject to the RCS Federal Standby Plan 


wishing to participate in the Plan may 
contact the Assistant Secretary. 

(1) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this part, any participating 
home heating supplier may request a 
waiver of certain requirements in this 
Plan as provided in paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

(2) Any participating home heating 
supplier may voluntarily withdraw from 
the FSP by submitting to the Assistant 
Secretary a written notification. 

(3) Prior to withdrawal, the 
participating home heating supplier shall 
give notice of its withdrawal to those 
customers who have either requested 
RCS audits or otherwise have been 
involved in RCS services and shall refer 
them to the appropriate utility in the 
same service area. 

(4) The withdrawal notice to the 
Assistant Secretary shall give assurance 
that the home heating supplier has 
performed the requirements in 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section. 

(b) Waiver of requirements. (1) The 
Assistant Secretary will individually 
consider requests for waivers of FSP 
requirements from participating home 
heating suppliers on the basis of the 
limited resources of the home heating 
suppliers. 

(2) The Assistant Secretary will not 
waive the following requirements for 
any home heating supplier who chooses 
to participate in the program: 

(i) Section 456.1003 (Investigation and 
enforcement). 

(ii) Section 456.1007(e) (Prohibitions 
concerning program audits). 

(iii) Section 456.1007(f) (Furnace 
audits). 

(iv) Sections 456.1008(b) (1) and (2) 
(Prohibitions against discrimination in 
arranging installation). 

(v) Section 456.1009(b) (Prohibitions 
against discrimination in arranging 
financing). = 

(vi) Section 456.1012(c) (1) and (2) 
(Prohibitions against discrimination in 
listing). 

§ 456.1016 Program measures. 

(a)(1) Each utility or participating 
home heating supplier subject to the 
RCS Federal Standby Plan may exclude 
any program measure for its service 
area on the following bases: 

(i) When, by substituting utility or 
home heating supplier derived data, the 
program measure has payback period 
(P) of more than seven years, as 
determined by dividing the installed first 
cost (F) less any Federal and State tax 
credit (T), by the first year energy 
savings in dollars(S), 
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;P7 years; and/or 


(ii) When, by substituting a utility or 
home heating supplier specific 
prototypical house, it is determined that 
the program measure has payback 
period (P) of more than seven years 
pursuant to the formula in paragraph 
(a)(1){i) of this section. 

(2) The utility or participating home 
heating supplier shall provide to the 
Assistant Secretary, pursuant to 
§ 456.1022, data to substitute any 
exclusion pursuant to paragraphs 
(a)(1)(i) or (ii) of this section. 

(b) The utility or participating home 
heating supplier may add to the Plan, 
with DOE's approval, pursuant to 
§ 456.1022, any measure not identified in 
Appendix I to this Part as a program 
measure for its service areas. 


§ 456.1017 Supply, installation, and 
financing by utilities. 

(a) General. Except as provided 
below, the provisions of Subpart E and 
§ 456.304(a)(3) and (b) of this Part 
relating to the prohibition, exemptions, 
waivers and other requirements 
affecting utility supply, installation and 
financing activities shall apply to the 
utilities subject to the FSP. 

(b) Exemption for utility 
subcontractors supply and installation. 
The Assistant Secretary shall grant an 
exemption to the prohibition contained 
in § 406.502(a) to a covered utility to 
supply or install any energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measure through contracts between 
such utility and independent supplier or 
contractors where the customer requests 
such supply and installation and the 
following conditions are met: 

(1) The utility certifies to DOE that 
each supplier or contractor— 

(i) Shall be on the list of suppliers and 
contractors referred to in § 456.1012; 

(ii) Shall not be subject to the control 
of the utility, except as to the 
performance of such contract and shall 
not be an affiliate or subsidiary of such 
utility; and 

(iii) If selected by the utility, shall be 
selected in a manner consistent with 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section. 

(2) The utility submits to DOE a 
description of the proposed utility 
activities which shall include evidence 
that such activities— 

(i) Shall not invelve unfair methods of 
competition; 

(ii) Shall not have a substantial 
adverse effect on competition in the 
area in which such activities are 
undertaken nor result in providing to 
any supplier or contractor an 
unreasonably large share of contracts 


for the supply or installation of energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measures; and . 

(iii) Shall be undertaken in a manner 
that provides, subject to reasonable 
conditions the utility may establish to 
ensure the quality of supply and 
installation of energy conservation or 
renewable resource measures, that any 
financing by the utility of such measures 
shall be available to finance the supply 
or installation by any contractor on the 
list referred to in § 456.1012 or to finance 
the purchase of'such measures to be 
installed by the customer; and 

{iv) To the extent practicable and 
consistent with paragraphs (b)(2)(i)-(iii) 
of this section, shall be undertaken in a 
manner which minimizes the cost of 
residential energy conservation 
measures to such customers. 

(3) Any covered utility wishing to 
obtain an exemption to the prohibition 
contained in § 456.502(a) shall obtain 
approved by sending the request for 
exemption along with the required 
conditions and evidence described in 
paragraphs (b)(1) and (2) of this section 
to the Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy, 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20585. - 

(4) Upon request, a utility conducting 
activities pursuant to this section shall 
provide DOE with a current estimate of 
the average price of supply and 
installation of energy conservation and 
renewable resource measures subject to 
the contracts entered into by the utility 
under paragraph (b) of this section. 


§ 456.1018 Complaints processing 
procedures. 


(a) Conciliation conference for 
customer complaints. Each utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP is required to make a 
conciliation conference available for the 
purpose of resolving complaints by 
eligible customers against persons who 
install or sell installation of program 
measures under the circumstances 
described in § 456.1005. For the 
resolution of complaints by eligible 
customers against the utility or 
participating home heating supplier 
subject to the Plan concerning any 
matter specific to the Plan, the utility or 
participating home heating supplier in 
question shall contract with a neutral 
party to handle the conciliation 
conference. 

(1) Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP must 
report to the Assistant Secretary, 
pursuant to § 456.1021, the procedures 


for conciliation conferences. 

(i) The conciliation conference shall 
be free of cost and easily accessible to 
the eligible customer making the 
complaint. 

(ii) Participation in the conciliation 
conference by the eligible customer 
making the complaint shall be voluntary. 

(iii) The conciliation conference shall 
be conducted by an impartial conciliator 
who has no financial interest in any 
party involved in the complaint or in the 
outcome of the proceeding. 

(2) Each utility or participating home 
heating supplier subject to the Plan shall 
permit the conciliation conference to be 
conducted by telephone. 

(3) Complaints against any of th 
above parties shall be brought to the 
attention of the conciliator within a 
reasonable time. 

(b) Redress proceedings. Each utility 
or participating home heating supplier 
subject to the FSP shall make available 
redress proceedings to all persons 
alleging injury arising from an activity 
carried out under the FSP or from a 
violation of the FSP. Each utility or 
participating home heating supplier shall 
report to the Assistant Secretary, 
pursuant to § 456.1021, the procedures 
for redress proceedings. 


§ 456.1019 Coordination. 


The Assistant Secretary shall contact 
annually the cognizant Federal, State, 
and local official responsible for energy 
conservation programs within and 
affecting a State which is covered by the 
FSP. 


§456.1020 Reporting and recordkeeping. 


(a) Each utility and participating home 
heating supplier subject to the FSP shall 
submit a report to the Assistant 
Secretary no later than six months after 
the date of DOE approval of all 
procedures submitted pursuant to 
§ 456.1021. An annual report shall 
subsequently be submitted no later than 
each July 1 thereafter until July 1, 1986 
unless the initial six month report is 
required to be submitted less than 90 
days prior to July 1. In‘such a case, the 
annual report shall be submitted the 
following July 1 and annually thereafter 
through July 1, 1986. 

(b) The six month report or annual 
report or both as indicated, shall include 
the following information: 

(1) The approximate number of 
eligible customers (6 month report only); 

(2) A copy of the program 
announcement if not already provided (6 
month report only); 

(3) The number of program 
announcements provided to eligible 
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customers, including the number of 
those making conditional audit offers (6 
month report and annual report); 

(4) The number of program services 
requested and provided, including: 

(i) Energy audits (6 month report and 
annual report); 

(ii) Arranged installations (6 month 
report and annual report); 

(iii) Arranged financing services (6 
month report and annual report); and 

(iv) A summary of the results as well 
as the number of post-installation 
inspections conducted pursuant to 
§ 456.1013 (6 month report and annual 
report). 

(5) The nature of any direct financing 
activities and exempted or waived 
supply or installation activities engaged 
in by the utilities including: 

(i) Where applicable, any copy of any 
state or local law or regulation in effect 
on November 9, 1978 which requires or 
explicitly permits the utility to engage in 
any supply or installation of any energy 
conservation or renewable resource 
measures (6 month report); 

(ii) The procedures used to select 
products to be supplied, installed, or 
financed (6 month report and annual 
report); 

(iii) The procedures used to select 
installers to perform utility supported 
work (6-month report and annual 
report); 

(iv) Steps the utility has taken to 
ensure that the activities have no 
adverse effect on competition (6 month 
report and annual report); and 

(v) The price and interest rates 
charged by utilities in conjunction with 
the supply, installation and financing 
services offered pursuant to exemptions 
or waivers granted under § 216 (b), (c), 
(d)(1), (D)(2), and (e) of NECPA (six 
month report and annual report). 

(6) The number and nature of 
complaints by eligible customers against 
suppliers, contractors, and lenders 
which have been handled through the 
complaints processing procedures of 
§ 456.1018 (6 month report and annual 
report); and 

(7) The estimated utility or home 
heating supplier costs of implementing 
the RCS Program incurred during the 
reporting period (6 month report and 
annual report). 


(c) Each covered utility and 
participating home heating supplier shall 
keep for five years from the date of the 
program audit a copy of the data 
collected during each audit, and a copy 
of the costs and savings presented to the 
customer receiving the audit and shall 
make such data available upon request 
to the Assistant Secretary. 

(d) Any other provisions of this 
section notwithstanding, the Assistant 
Secretary may, as he deems essential to 
the Departmental implementation of 
program responsibilities,— 

(1) Require additional information; or 

(2) Waive any reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, except the 
recordkeeping requirement in paragraph 
(c) of this section. 


§ 456.1021 Information which a utility and 


Secretary. 

Utilities subject to the FSP shall report 
the procedures described in paragraphs 
(a)-(h) of this section to the Assistant 
Secretary for his approval, no later than 
30 days after issuance of an order to 
comply with the FSP. Participating home 
heating suppliers shall report the 
following procedures no later than the 
date set forth in the notice from the 
Assistant Secretary approving 
participation by the home heating 
supplier in the FSP: 

(a) Procedures for determining the 
estimates of energy costs savings 
(§ 456.1006(b)); 

(b) Description of the treatment of 
costs described in § 456.1010(b) (1) and 
(2) (utility only); 

(c) Procedures for ensuring that 
reasonable levels of effectiveness and 
safety are attained in the supply and 
installation of measures under the RCS 
Program (§ 456.1013) [Proposal A and B]; 

(d) Installer qualification requirements 
for flue-opening modifications, electrical 
and mechanical ignition systems and 
wind energy systems (§ 456.1014(b)(1)); 

(e) Procecures for handling auditors’, 
installers’, and inspectors’ training 
including the timetable for the 
implementation of the qualification 
procedures for such persons (§ 456.1014 
(a), (b)(1), (c)(1) and (d)(2)); 

f) Procedures to assure 
nondiscriminatory participation is 
permitted for any person to qualify as an 


installer, inspector or auditor 
(§ 456.1014(d)(1)); 

(g) Procedures for handling the 
en conference (456.1018(a)); 
an 

(h) Procedures for handling redress 
proceedings (§ 456.1018(b)). 


§ 456.1022 Exemptions. 

As provided for in the applicable 
sections, any utility or participating 
home heating supplier wishing to seek 
an exception from one or more of the 
following sections shall obtain approval 
from the Assistant Secretary by sending 
the request for approval, along with 
supporting documents to the Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy, Department of 
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20585. 

(a) Section 456.1006(a)(2) (Listing 
substitute energy conserving practices in 
the program announcement); 

(b) Section 456.1006(d) (Allowing 
advertising in the program 
announcement); 

(c) Section 456.1007(a)(3) (Extending 
time for conditional or unconditional 
audit offers after a customer’s request); 

(d) Section 456.1007(b)(1) (Identifying 
substitute energy conserving practices 
during the program audit); 

(e) Section 456.1007(b)(2) (Developing 
substitute applicability criteria); 

(f} Section 456.1007(b)(3) (Developing 
substitute program audit procedures); 

(g) Section 456.1007(b)(6) (Performing 
an audit for any measure or product 
which is not a program measure); 

(h) Section 456.1007(e)(1) (Estimating 
costs or energy cost savings of installing 
any measure or product which is not a 
program measure); 

(i) Section 456.1013(a)(1)-(5) 


‘ (Requesting exemption from the 


requirements of the quality assurance 
provisions); 

(j) Section 456.1016(a)(2) 
(Substantiating exclusion of program 
measures in calculating payback 
period); or 

(k) Section 456.1016(b) (Adding 
program measures to the FSP not 
identified in Appendix I to this part). 
[FR Doc. 82-32202 Filed 11-23-82; 8:45 am] 
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15 CFR Part 2301 
[Docket No. 21102-222] 


Public Telecommunications Facilities 
Program 


AGENCY: National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration (NTIA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Final rules. 


SUMMARY: In 47 FR 11228, March 15, 
1982, NTIA announced an interim 
revision of the rules and policies 
governing its Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program 
(PTFP) and requested public comment 
on those revisions. NTIA has reviewed 
the comments and reply comments 
submitted in response to its Interim 
Rules and Policy Statement and is now 
issuing revised Final Rules which take 
into account the comments of the 
various parties. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: The final rules will 
become effective on November 26, 1982. 


FURTHER INFORMATION: Persons desiring 
further information concerning the Final 
Rules should contact: Robert M. Hunter, 
Office of General Counsel, DOC, Room 
5883, Washington, DC 20230. Telephone: 
(202) 377-5384. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Rules 


In response to the Interim Rules and 
Policy Statement, 47 FR 11228 (March 
15, 1982), NTIA received comments and/ 
or reply comments from 20 different 
organizations. Comments with regard to 
the rules were generally favorable. 
While the National Association of 
Public Television Stations (NAPTS) 
suggested that NTIA’s changes to the 
rules were unnecessary and created 
new burdens for the applicants, their 
central objection to the Interim Rules 
was the requirement that applicants 
comply with the provisions of Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 


‘Comments were submitted by the following 
organizations: Austin Community Radio; Bemidji 
State University; Clark College; Connecticut 
Educational Telecommunications Corporation; Dade 
County Public Schools; Dayton Public Radio, Inc.; 
Dull Knife Memorial College; ETCOM, Inc.; 
Montanans for Quality Television; National 
Association of Public Television Stations; National 
Black Media Coalition; National Federation of 
Community Broadcasters; National Public Radio; 
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians; Rural 
California Broadcasting Corporation, and Versatile 
Video, Inc. Reply Comments were filed by the 
following organizations: the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting; National Public Radio, and the 
University of Utah. 


A-95. Commenters were unanimous in 
their opposition to this requirement, 
arguing that it was an unnecessary 
duplication of the consultation 
requirement contained in section 
392(a)(5) of the Public 
Telecommunications Financing Act of 
1976 (Act). However, the decision to 
require compliance with OMB Circular 
A-95 is not within the control of NTIA. 
Although OMB is now in the process of 
rescinding Circular A-95, NTIA must 
continue to require compliance with the 
provisions of the circular. 

Several commenting parties pointed 
out a number of omissions or 
inconsistencies in the Interim Rules and 
suggested minor language changes 
which we have incorporated into the 
Final Rules. The changes which follow 
are selfexplanatory and need no 
discussion. (While we have listed each 
of.the changes here, we are publishing 
concurrently the complete text of the 
Final Rules to facilitate a better 
understanding of the revisions.) 

¢ The definition of “Noncommercial 
educational broadcast station” 
contained in section 2301.3 is amended 
by inserting the words “a public agency 
or” between the words “operated by” 
and “a nonprofit private 
foundation. .. .” 

¢ Section 2301.5(a)(2)(D) is amended 
by deleting the words “PTFP funds” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “PTFP 
funded equipment”. 

¢ Section 2301.5(a)(2)(1)(J) is amended 
by inserting before the semicolon the 
phrase “with a copy of the letters 
transmitting the application to the 
entities served”. 

¢ Section 2301.5(b)(2)(ii)(1) is amended 
by deleting the word “entity” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“entities.” 

* Section 2301.8 is amended by 
deleting the word “on” before the colon 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
“and any subsequent amendment(s) on.” 

* Section 2301.12(a) is amended by 
deleting the phrase “return the 
application to the applicant and” in 
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the word “promptly,” and 
deleting the phrase “and will not be 
considered during the present grant 
cycle.” : 

¢ Section 2301.12 is amended by 
deleting the phrase “return the 
application to the applicant and” in 
subparagraph (4). 

* Section 2301.12 is amended further 
by deleting paragraph (b) and 
renumbering the section accordingly. 

* Section 2301.13(a) is amended by 
deleting the phrase “returning an 
incomplete application” and inserting in 
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lieu thereof the phrase “notifying an 
applicant its application is incomplete.” 
¢ Section 2301.13(a) is further 
amended by deleting the words “or 
return of an application” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the words “or 
determination of incompleteness.” 

© Section 2301.13 is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (b) a new 
paragraph (c) and renumbering former 
paragraph (c) as paragraph (d). New 
paragraph (c) provides: “(c) If the 
Administrator sustains the Agency 
action, i.e., the denial of eligibility or the 
determination of incompleteness, the 
Agency will return the application to the 
applicant.” 

* Section 2301.28(a) is amended by 
inserting after subparagraph (14)(ii) the 
following new subparagraph: “(15) 
Obtain and continue to hold all 
necessary Commission authorizations.” 

Furthermore, NTIA has on its own 
initiative adopted a number of changes 
which for the most part clarify the rules 
and need no discussion. These changes 
are as follows: 

* Section 2301.3 is amended by 
inserting the following definition: “ 
‘Advertisement’ means any message or 
other programming material which is 
broadcast or otherwise transmitted in 
exchange for remuneration, and which is 
intended: to promote any service, 
facility, or product offered by any 
person who is engaged in such offering 
for profit; to express the views of any 
person with respect to any matter of 
public importance or interest; or to 
support or oppose any candidate for 
political office.” 

¢ Section 2301.3 is further amended by 
deleting the definition of “Federal 
interest” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following definition: “ ‘Federal interest 
period’ means the period of time during 
which the Federal Government retains a 
reversionary interest in all facilities 
constructed with Federal grant funds. 
This period begins with the purchase of 
equipment and continues for ten (10) 
years after the completion of the 
project.” 

¢ Section 2301.12(e) is amended by 
deleting the phrase “Since the Agency 
has accepted deferred applications in 
the prior year, it will not” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the phrase “The Agency 
will also”. 

¢ Section 2301.(a)(2) is amended by 
inserting before the period the phrase 
“to areas not currently receiving such 
services”. 

¢ Section 2301.27 is amended by 
deleting everything following the colon 
and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following phrase: “the grantee continues 
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to meet the conditions attached to the 
grant as specified in § 2301.28.” 

¢ Section 2301.28(a)(4) is amended by 
deleting the phrase, “during the 
construction of the project and for ten 
(10) years after the completion of the 
project,”. 

© Section 2301.28(a)(6) is amended by 
deleting the phrase “at the completion of 
the project and at any other reasonable 
time within ten (10) years after the 
completion of the project”. 

¢ Section 2301.28(a)(8) is amended by 
deleting the words “ten (10) years” and 
inserting before the semicolon the 
phrase, “which begins with the purchase 
of facilities and continues for ten (10) 
years after the completion of the 
project”. 

© Section 2301.28(a)(9) is amended by 
deleting the phrase "for a period of ten 
“years following the completion of the 
project”. 

¢ Section 2301.28(a)(14)(i) is amended 
by rewriting the subparagraph to 
provide: “Execute and record all 
necessary documents to establish a 
priority lien in favor of the Federal 
Government on any facilities purchased 
with funds obtained under the Act, 
which would be coextensive with the 
Federal interest period; and”. 

© Section 2301.28(a) is further 
amended by adding two subparagraphs 
after new subparagraph (15): “(16) 
Ensure that no person shall, on the basis 
of age, be excluded from participation 
in, be denied the benefits of or be 
subjected to discrimination under any 
educational program or activity for 
which the applicant receives funding 
under the Act (Age Discrimination Act 
of 1975, as amended;” and “(17) Not 
make its facilities available to any 
person for the broadcast or other 
transmission of any advertisement.” 

¢ Section 2301.29 is amended by 
adding the following new paragraph 
after paragraph (c): “(d) The Agency 
shall enforce the Age Discrimination Act 
of 1975, as amended. Department 
implementing regulations have not yet 
been adopted, but will be incorporated 
by reference upon their adoption.” 

The additions to § 2301.3 of the 
definition of “Advertisement” and to 
§ 2301.28 of the provision prohibiting * 
grantees from making PTFP funded 
facilities available for the transmission 
of any “advertisement” are necessary 
for the PTFP rules to conform to section 
399B of the Public Telecommunications 
Financing Act, as added by section 1231 
of the Public Broadcasting Amendments 
of 1981. Pub. L. No. 97-35 1231, 95 Stat. 
731 (1981). 

NTIA has also rewritten § 2301.30 by 
changing its title and adding a new 
paragraph on the termination of grants 


for convenience. This new paragraph 
codifies existing practice within the 
Agency and provides: “(b) Termination 
for convenience—When the Agency and 
the grantee agree that the continuation 
of the project would not produce 
beneficial results commensurate with 
the expenditure of further Federal funds, 
the parties may terminate the grant, in 
whole or in part, with any conditions 
and on an effective date to which the 
parties have mutually agreed.” 

One commenter, Rocky Mountain 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
(Rocky Mountain), suggested that NTIA 
establish a procedure by which grant 
applicants might challenge the 
classification of their applications in the 
various priorities. In most cases the 
classification of an application 
according to the priorities is fairly clear. 
The area of concern indicated by Rocky 
Mountain is that involving the 
penetration of public television signals 
into geographic areas through cable 
systems, where the determination as to 
whether an area is “covered” may have 
a substantial impact on the funding of a 
particular project. 

NTIA has never permitted any 
adjudication of its evaluation process as 
is now being suggested by Rocky 
Mountain. Because of the delay 
associated with adjudicatory processes, 
NTIA does not intend to adopt any such 
appeals procedure. Nevertheless, we are 
sensitive to the concern expressed by 
Rocky Mountain and believe it may (in 
some measure) be met by allowing 
applicants to select their own priority. 
Therefore, in preparing the narrative 
portion of its application, each applicant 
should state under which priority it 
desires NTIA to consider its application. 
In doing so, each applicant makes sure 
that its application contains sufficient 
documentation to justify its qualification 
under the selected priority. NTIA will 
then evaluate the application within the 
selected priority, unless the Agency 
determines that the priority selected by 
the applicant is not supported by the 
documentation provided. [Each 
applicant will be notified of any change 
in the priority under which its 
application is to be considered. Such 
notifications will be in writing and will 
not be subject to appeal.] 

Several commenters also indicated 
their belief that NTIA should restore the 
provision in the regulations for 
geographically equitable distribution of 
grant funds, formerly contained in 
§ 2301.15. Former § 2301.15 stated that 
the Administrator had the discretion to 
“establish limitations on the maximum 
amount of Federal grants which may be 
approved . . . to assure an equitable 
distribution of funds among the States 


for any fiscal year.” Contrary to the 
statements of some commenters, former 
§ 2301.15 did not require the 
Administrator to ensure an equitable 
distribution of funds among the States. 
Rather, it stated that the Administrator 
had the discretion to do so. In view of 
the fact that a few Western and 
Southwestern States have a large 
proportion of the unserved geographical 
area in the nation, the language of 
former § 2301.15 is inconsistent with the 
primary objective of the Act, namely 
providing a first public 
telecommunications service to unserved 
geographical areas.? 

As an ancillary matter, several 
commenters focused on HTIA’s 
requirement that grantees leasing 
facilities acquired in whole or in part 
with Federal funds lease these facilities 
on a preemptible basis. The National 
Association of Public Television 
Stations (NAPTS) stated that such a 
requirement “would undermine rather 
than further the intent of Congress . . .” 
and argued that the “notice requirement 
of one week is unduly restrictive.” 
NAPTS Comments at pp. 6-7. Similarly, 
National Public Radio (NPR) stated that 
“jt would be nearly impossible to lease 
many of the facilities in question, if the 
lessee were subject to preemption on 
such short notice.” NPR Comments at 
pp. 3-4. At the same time, however, 
Versatile Video (Video), an independent 
video production company, argued that 
it was unfair for public stations to lease 
their equipment at less than fair market 
value and that the preemption 
requirement would be largely 
ineffective.* 

With regard to these arguments, it 
must be noted that NTIA does not 
require contracts to be preemptible on 
one week’s notice. Rather, grantees 
“must retain the right to cancel any 
[lease] arrangement on reasonable 
notice (e.g., one week), when it appears 
that the grantee will need the equipment 
for public telecommunications 
purposes.” 47 FR 11229. (Emphasis 
added.) NTIA has not established a 
fixed period for notice, but has left the 


? Rocky Mountain also suggested that NTIA 
restore the provisions in former § 2301.33 relating to 
petitions for forgiveness. However, NTIA’s 
authority to entertain petitions for forgiveness was 
based on former language contained in 47 U.S.C. 
392(g)(2). In the Public Broadcasting Amendments 
Act of 1981, Congress deleted this language. 
Consequently, NTIA is no longer authorized to 
consider petitions for forgiveness. 

> According to Video, less than fair market value 
pricing by the public stations was unfair because 
they have not paid the full cost of acquiring 
facilities. And the preemption requirement would be 
ineffective because in long term lease situations it 
would be unacceptable to lessees and in short term 
lease situations it would not matter. 
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determination up to the good faith 
judgment of the grantee. 

Furthermore, the comments of Video 
suggest that the peemption requirement 
will not make it impossible for grantees 
to lease their equipment in short term 
situations. At the same time, the 
comments of NPR suggest that the 
preemption requirement will have the 
intended effect of lessening the “unfair” 
competition between independent 
production companies and NTIA 
grantees. Consequently, the preemption 
requirement would seem to adequately 
meet the needs of the situation—namely, 
requiring grantees to maintain some 
degree of access to the equipment 
without significantly restricting their 
ability to lease equipment. 

II. Priorities 

Commenters raised a number of 
points concerning NTIA’s revisions to 
the priorities list. Many commenting 
parties expressed their concern over 
NTIA’s inclusion of cable coverage as a 
criteria in determining the priority of a 
project. Particularly, they were 
concerned that NTIA should not 
consider the extension of public radio 
signals by cable systems in determining 
whether an area is “covered.” It is 
NTIA’s intention not to include “cable 
radio” in its determination of whether 
an area is “covered,” because (as many 
of the commenters pointed out) the 
portable nature of radio is completely 
defeated in the context of “cable radio”. 

With regard to television, commenters 
have raised two principal arguments 
against considering additions to 
coverage by cable systems—namely, the 
notion of “cost free” service to the 
public and the fact that cable systems 
are not generally obligated to carry 
public television signals. However, in 
view of the fact that NTIA can and does 
fund a variety of cable facilities which 
extend the signals of existing public 
television stations or originate public 
television programs themselves, it 
would be somewhat anomalous for 
NTIA not to consider these and similar 
additions to public television coverage 
in determining whether an area is 
unserved. 

Several commenters have also 
questioned whether the threshold 
penetration rate NTIA has selected for 
considering an area “served” by a 
public television signal (i.e., 50 percent) 
is too low and whether it is . 
administratively possible to determine 
whether a particular area is “served.” 
One commenter has urged that a 
penetration rate of 50 percent will have 
a substantial negative impact on the 
planning and construction of public 
television stations to serve rural areas. 


However, NTIA must question the 
relative value of planning or 
constructing a facility to serve an area 
in which 50 percent (or more) of the 
population receives a public television 
signal through a cable system, as 
compared with an area which receives 
no public television signal whatsoever. 
While NTIA recognizes the value of 
local origination, the Agency has 
adequately provided for the planning or 
construction of such facilities in Priority 
Ill. 
As to the administrative problems in 
determining whether an area is “served” 
through a cable system, in the present 
grant round NTIA has used all available 
data (data provided by the applicant as 
well as that obtained by the Agency) to 
determine whether an area is “served.”* 
While NTIA will continue to generate 
the necessary figures independently, 
applicants desiring to plan or construct 
facilities in areas receiving public 
television signals by cable should 
supply documentation to establish the 
penetration rate in the area. 

In its comments, NAPTS suggested 
that NTIA merge Priority I with Priority 
Il. The reason given for this suggestion 
was that the replacement of equipment 
in essential facilities was of equal 
importance with the extension of signals 
to new areas. Through this proposal 
NAPTS seeks to obtain some guarantee 
as to the availability of funds for the 
replacement of facilities. While NTIA 
generally agrees with NAPTS’s 
assessment of the value of the 
replacement of equipment at essential 
facilities, NTIA is not required to set 
aside any amount of available funds for 
the replacement or improvement of the 
facilities of existing broadcast stations. 
Since these stations already exist and 
have some measure of local support, 
their ability to maintain a signal to an 
area (and to obtain locally the monetary 
support necessary to do so) is inherently 
greater than stations which have not yet 
gone on the air or which seek to extend 
their signals to uncovered areas. 
Consequently, we have given the highest 
priority consideration to the latter cases. 

Commenters representing minorities, 
women and radio reading services 
objected to NTIA's rewriting of former 
Priority II so as to place “significantly 
different additional services” in the 
“Other” category. Some of the 
commenters noted that projects falling 
within the “Other” category may be 
funded by the Administrator even 
before Priority I projects; however, they 
argued the discretion to be exercised by 


*The penetration rate used by NTIA is the 
number of subscribers vs. the population of the 
coverage area of the proposed facility. 
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the Administrator was too great and 
suggested NTIA give these projects a 
greater certainty of funding—e.g., set 
aside funds for such projects or return to 
the language of former Priority II. As we 
indicated in our revision of the 
priorities, 47 FR 11229, the planning and 
construction of facilities to extend 
public telecommunicatijons signals to 
uncovered areas and to maintain and 
improve existing signals is more central 
to accomplishing the objectives of the 
Act than projects (planning, 
construction or improvement) relating to 
second services. Consequently, we 
believe that significantly different 
additional services are adequately 
provided for under the category of 
“Other.” 

Lastly, most commenters opposed 
NTIA's procedure for expedited funding 
for applications which the Agency had 
deferred in the preceding year. 
Commenters stated that the procedure 
“could lead to unwarranted and 
improper political pressure for NTIA to 
act favorably” on specific deferred 
applications. Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, Reply Comments at 7-8. In 
operating the PTFP for the last several 
years, NTIA has heretofore resisted 
“improper political pressure” and will 
continue to do so now. We will, 
therefore, retain the expedited 
procedure for handling deferred 
applications. 

The PTFP Final Rules described above 
are not “major” rules within the 
meaning of section 1 of Executive Order 
12291 (1981). E.O. 12291 provides that a 
major rule is one which is “likely to 
result in: (1) An annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; (2) a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, * * *; 
or (3) significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity [or] innovation. * * *” 
NTIA believes it would be very unlikely 
for grantees to generate $100 million in 
annual income from the part-time use of 
federally funded equipment for other 
than public telecommunications 
purposes. NTIA is, therefore, not 
required to perform a regulatory impact 
analysis. In addition, NTIA has 
reviewed the Final Rules in light of the 
Regulatory. Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 
U.S.C. 601, et seq. (1980), and 
determined it need not perform a 
regulatory flexibility analysis as 
described in 5 U.S.C. 603, because the 
Final Rules concern a Federal grant-in- 
aid program and, therefore, are not 
subject to the notice and comment 
requirements of 5 U.S.C. 553. 
Nevertheless, NTIA has attempted in 
this document to provide the public with 
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sufficient information, as described in 
section 602 of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. As a final matter, pursuant to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of Pub. L. No. 
96-511 (1980), OMB has reviewed the 
information collection and record 
keeping requirements contained in the 
Final Rules. [OMB Approval No. 0660- 
0003.} 


List of Subjects in 15 CFR Part 2301 


Administrative procedure, Grant 
programs—communications, Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements, 
Telecommunications. 


(Catalogue of Federal Domestic Assistance 
No. 11.550) 
Dated: November 19, 1982. 
Bernard J. Wunder, Jr., 
Administrator. 


15 CFR is amended by revising Part 
2301 to read as follows: 


PART 2301—PUBLIC 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 
PROGRAM 


Subpart A—General 


Sec. 

2301.1 Purpose and scope. 

2301.2 Other pertinent rules and regulations. 
2301.3 Definitions 


Subpart B—Eligibility and Application 
Procedures 


2301.4 Who can get a PTFP grant and what 
can they use it for? 

2301.5 How dol file an application? 

2301.6 What happens if my application is 
incomplete or untimely? 

2301.7 What if I want to change some of the 
information in my application? 

2301.8 Service of applications. 

2301.9 Publication of filing. 

2301.10 Closing date. 

2301.11 Federal Communications 
Commission authorization. 

2301.12 What happens after I file an 
application? 

2301.13 How can I appeal a denial of 
eligibility or determination of 
incompleteness? 

2301.14 Can members of the public comment 
on applications? 

2301.15 What does the Agency do with 
these comments? 

2301.16 Coordination with interested 
agencies and organizations. 

2301.17 Funding criteria for construction 
applications. 

2301.18 Funding criteria for planning 
applications. 

2301.19 Action on all applications. 


Subpart C—Priorities Among Applications 
and the Role of Minorities and Women 
2301.20 Program priorities. 

2301.21 Special consideration. 

Subpart D—Federal Financial Participation 


2301.22 Amount of the Federal grant. 
2301.23 Payment of the Federal grant. 


Sec. 
2301.24 Items and costs ineligible for 
Federal funding. 


Subpart E—Accountability for Federal 

Funds 

2301.25 Retention of records. 

2301.26 Copies of planning studies; Final 
certification of construction projects. 

2301.27 Annual status report for 
construction grants. 


Subpart F—Control and Use of Equipment 

2301.28 What conditions are attached to the 
Federal grant? 

2301.29 Nondiscrimination. 

2301.30 How can a grant be terminated? 

2301.31 Equipment. 

2301.32 Waiver. 

Authority: Public Telecommunications 
Financing Act of 1978, 47 U.S.C. 390, et seq.; 
as amended by the Public Broadcasting 
Amendments Act of 1981. 


Subpart A—General 


§ 2301.1 Purpose and scope. 

These regulations prescribe policies 
and procedures to insure the fair, 
equitable and uniform treatment of 
applications for planning and 
construction grants for public 
telecommunications facilities. They 
implement the provisions of Part IV of 
Title III of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended by the Public 
Telecommunications Financing Act of 
1978, 47 U.S.C. 390-94 and 397-99, and 
section 1223 of the Public Broadcasting 
Amendments Act of 1981, Pub. L. No. 97- 
35. 


§ 2301.2 Other pertinent rules and 
regulations. 

Other rules and regulations pertinent 
to applications for the operation of 
noncommercial educational broadcast 
stations and public broadcast stations 
are contained in the rules and 
regulations of the Federal 
Communications Commission, 47 CFR 
Part 1 (Practice and Procedure); Part 2 
(Frequency Allocations and Radio 
Treaty Matters; General Rules and 
Regulations); Part 17 (Construction, 
Marking, and Lighting of Antenna 
Structures); Part 3, Subpart E (Television 
Broadcasting Stations); Part 73 (Radio 
Broadcast Services); and Part 74 
(Experimental Auxiliary and Special 
Broadcast and Other Program 
Distribution and Services). 


§ 2301.3 Definitions. 
“Act” means Part IV of Title III of the 


Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. 
390-94 and 397-99, as amended by Pub. 


- L. No. 95-567, and as further amended 


by Pub. L. No. 97-35. 

“Administrator” means the Assistant 
Secretary for Communications and 
Information of the Department. 
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“Advertisement” means any message 
or other programming material which is 
broadcast or otherwise transmitted in 
exchange for remuneration, and which is 
intended: to promote any service, 
facility, or product offered by any 
person who is engaged in such offering 
for profit; to express the views of any 
person with respect to any matter of 
public importance or interest; or to 
support or oppose any candidate for 
political office. 

“Agency” means the U.S. Department 
of Commerce or the National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration of the Department. 

“Commission” means the Federal 
Communications Commission. 

“Construction” (as applied to public 
telecommunications facilities) means 
acquisition (including acquisition by 
lease), installation, and improvement of 
public telecommunications facilities and 
planning and preparatory steps 
incidental to any such acquisition, 
installation or improvement. 

“Federal interest period” means the 
period of time during which the Federal 
Government retains a reversionary 
interest in all facilities constructed with 
Federal grant funds. This period begins 
with the purchase of the facilities and 
continues for ten (10) years after the 
completion of the project. 

“Noncommercial educational and 
cultural radio and television programs” 
means educational, community service, 
public service, public affairs and 
cultural programs of benefit to the area 
or community to be served by a public 
telecommunications entity. 

“Noncommercial educational 
broadcast station” and “public 
broadcast station” mean a television or 
radio broadcast station: which is eligible 
to be licensed by the Commission as a 
noncommercial educational radio or 
television broadcast station under the 
rules and regulations of the Commission 
in effect on the effective date of 
enactment of the Act; and which is 
owned (controlled) and operated by a 
public agency or a nonprofit private 
foundation, corporation or association, 
or owned (controlled) and operated by a 
municipality and transmits only 
noncommercial programs for 
educational purposes. 

“Noncommercial telecommunications 
entity” means any enterprise: which is 
owned (controlled) and operated by a 
State, a political or special purpose 
subdivision of a State, a public agency, 
or a nonprofit private foundation, 
corporation or association; and which 
has been organized primarily for the 
purpose of disseminating audio or video 
noncommercial educational and cultural 





programs to the public by means other 
than a primary television or radio 
broadcast station, including, but not 
limited to, coaxial cable, optical fiber, 
broadcast translators, cassettes, discs, 
microwave or laser transmission 
through the atmosphere. 

“Nonprofit” (as applied to any 
foundation, corporation, or association) 
means a foundation, corporation, or 
association, no part of the net earning of 
which inures, or may lawfully inure, to 
the benefit of any private shareholder or 
individual. 

“Person” means an individual, 
corporation, foundation, association or 
institution. 

“Preoperational expenses” means all 
nonconstruction costs incurred by new 
telecommunications entities before the 
date on which they began providing 
service to the public, and all 
nonconstruction costs associated with 
the expansion of existing entities before 
the date on which such expanded 
capacity is activated, except that such 
expenses shall not include any portion 
of the salaries of any personnel 
employed by an operating public 
telecommunications entity. 

“PTFP” means the Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program. 
“PTFP Program Director” means the 

Agency employee who recommends 
final action on public 
telecommunications facilities grants to 
the Administrator. 

“Public broadcasting entity” means 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 
any licensee or permittee of a public 
broadcasting station, or any nonprofit 
insitution engaged primarily in the 
production, acquisition, distribution or 
dissemination of educational and 
cultural television or radio programs. 

“Public telecommunications entity” 
means any enterprise which is a public 
broadcast station or noncommercial 
telecommunications entity and which 
disseminates public telecommunications 
services to the public. 

“Public telecommunications facilities” 
means apparatus necessary for 
production, interconnection, captioning, 
broadcast or other distribution of 
programming, including but not limited 
to, studio equipment, cameras, 
microphones, audio and video storage or 
reproduction equipment, or both, signal 
processors and switches, towers, 
antennas, transmitters, translators, 
microwave equipment, mobile 
equipment, satellite communications 
equipment, instructional television fixed 
service equipment, subsidiary 
communications authorization 
transmitting and receiving equipment, 
cable television equipment, video and 
audio cassettes and discs, optical fiber 


communications equipment and other 
means of transmitting, emitting, storing 
and receiving images and sounds or 
intelligence, except that such term does 
not include the buildings to house such 
apparatus (other than small equipment 
shelters which are part of satellite earth 
stations, translators, microwave 
interconnection facilities and similar 
facilities). 

“Public telecommunications services” 
means noncommercial educational and 
cultural radio and television programs, 
and related noncommercial instructional 
or informational material that may be 
transmitted by means of electronic 
communications. 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

“State” includes the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 


Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 


American Samoa, the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands. 

“System of public telecommunications 
entities” means any combination of 
public telecommunications entities 
acting cooperatively to produce, acquire 
or distribute programs, or to undertake 
related activities. 


Subpart B—Eligibility and Application 
Procedures 


§ 2301.4 Who can get a PTFP grant and 
what can they use it for? 

(a) Eligibility of applicants—In order 
to apply for and receive a PTFP grant, 
an applicant must be: 

(1) A public or noncommercial 
educational broadcast station; 

(2) A noncommercial 
telecommunications entity; 

(3) A system of public 
telecommunications entities; 

(4) A nonprofit foundation, 
corporation, institution or association 
organized primarily for educational or 
cultural purposes; or 

(5) a State or local government or 
agency or a political or special purpose 
subdivision of a State. 

(b) Eligibility of projects—An 
applicant which is eligible under 
subsection (a) above, may file an 
application with the Agency for a 
planning or construction grant to 
achieve the following: 

(1) The provision of new public 
telecommunications facilities to extend 
service to areas currently not receiving 
public telecommunications services; 

(2) The expansion of the service areas 
of existing public telecommunications 
entities into areas not currently 
receiving public telecommunications 
services; 
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(3) The development of public 
telecommunications facilities owned by, 
operated by, or available to minorities 
and women; and 

(4) The improvement of the 
capabilities of existing public broadcast 
stations to provide public 
telecommunications services. 

(c) In addition any applicant, whose 
proposal requires an authorization from 
the Commission, must be eligible to 
receive such authorization. 

(d)(1) If a prospective applicant is 
unsure whether it is eligible to receive a 
PTFP grant or whether its proposed 
project is eligible for PTFP funding, the 
prospective applicant may seek a 
determination from the Agency at any 
time, except during the period between 
the closing date for the filing of 
applications and the publication by the 
Agency of the list of applications which 
the Agency has accepted for filing. 

(2)(i) To obtain an eligibility 
determination from the Agency, a 
prospective applicant must send a letter 
requesting an eligibility determination to 
the PTFP Program Director, NTIA/DOC, 
Room 4625, Washington, DC 20230. 

(ii) In this letter the prospective 
applicant must: 

(A) Describe the proposed project; 

(B) Include a copy of the 
organization's articles of incorporation, 
or other similar documentation, which 
specifies the nature and powers of the 
prospective applicant; and 

(C) If the prospective applicant is a 
nonprofit foundation, corporation, 
institution or association, provide a 
copy of a letter from the Internal 
Revenue Service grantingthe _ 
prospective applicant tax exempt status 
under section 501(c)(3), of the Internal 
Revenue Code, or other similar 
documentation. 

(3) A favorable eligibility 
determination does not guarantee that 
the Agency will accept an application 
for filing or award a grant. 

(4) An applicant may appeal an 
unfavorable eligibility determination to 
the Administrator under § 2301.13. 


§ 2301.5 How dol file an application? 

(a) New applications. To apply fora 
PTFP grant an applicant must file a 
timely and complete application on a 
form approved by the Agency. A 
prospective applicant may obtain an 
approved Agency application form from 
the Public Telecommunications 
Facilities Program, NTIA/DOC, Room 
4625, Washington, D.C. 20230. 

(1) To file a timely application an 
applicant must file an application on or 
before the closing date set for the filing 
of applications by the Administrator 
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under § 2301.10 of the rules. The 
application must: 

(i) Be addressed to the Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, Washington, 
D.C. 20230; 

(ii) If mailed, be postmarked no later 
than midnight of the closing date; and 

(iii) If hand delivered, be received no 
later than 4:30 p.m. on the closing date. 

(2) To file a complete application, the 
applicant must submit an original and 
one copy of the assurances and other 
information described below: 

(i) Assurances— 

(A) The applicant is an eligible entity 
as described in section 2301.4 of the 
rules; 

(B) The applicant will control the 
operation of, and maintain, any public 
telecommunications facilities obtained 
with PTFP funds; 

(C) The applicant will have when 
needed the necessary funds to construct 
any public telecommunications facilities 
for which the Agency has granted 
matching funds, and to operate and 
maintain those facilities once 
constructed; 

(D) The applicant will use PTFP 
funded facilities and any monies 
generated through the use of PTFP 
funded facilities primarily for public 
telecommunications purposes; 

(E) The applicant has participated (or, 
in the case of a planning grant, will 
participate) in comprehensive planning 
for such public telecommunications 
facilities, including community 
involvement, an evaluation of alternate 
technologies and coordination with 
State telecommunications agencies, if 
any; 

(F) The applicant has taken into 
account all non-Federal financial 
sources available for the project and the 
non-Federal share stated by the 
applicant as being available for use in 
this project is the maximum amount 
available from such sources; 

(G) The applicant will make the most 
economical and efficient use of the 
grant; 

(H) The applicant will hold 
appropriate title or lease to the site on 
which apparatus proposed in the project 
will be operated, including the right to 
construct, maintain, operate, inspect and 
remove such apparatus, sufficient to 
assure the continuity of operation for a 
period of ten (10) years following the 
completion of the project; and 

(I) The applicant will not use or allow 
the use of any PTFP funded facilities for 
other than public telecommunications 
purposes when such uses would 
interfere with the use of the facilities for 
the provision of public 
telecommunications services; 


(ii) Other information— 

(A) The original signature of an officer 
of the applicant, who is legally 
authorized to sign for the applicant; 

(B) A brief narrative statement (of not 
more than four (4) pages) describing the 
proposed project; 

(C) A copy of the applicant's articles 
of incorporation, by-laws and other 
similar documentation specifying the 
nature and powers of the applicant; 

(D) If the applicant is a nonprofit 
foundation, corporation, institution or 
association, a copy of a letter from the 
Internal Revenue Service granting the 
applicant tax exempt status under 
section 501(c){3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, or other similar documentation of 
nonprofit status; 

(E) A copy of any environmental 
impact or narrative statement required 
to be filed in connection with the 
proposed project by any Federal, State 
or local law or regulation; 

(F) If the application is for a 
construction project, a five (5) year plan 
outlining the applicant's projected 
facilities requirements and the projected 
costs of those facilities; 

(G) If the application is for a 
construction project, information 
relating to the applicant's evaluation of 
alternate technologies available in the 
service area and the extent to which 
there is no duplication of services; 

(H) An inventory of all public 
telecommunications facilities (if any) 
currently owned by the applicant; 

(I) If special consideration is 
requested under section 392(f) of the 
Act, information detailing the basis for 
the request; 

(J) A statement by the applicant 
certifying that the applicant has served 
copies of its application on each of the 
entities required under § 2301.8 of this 
part with a copy of the letters 
transmitting the application to the 
entities served; 

(K) A statement by the applicant 
certifying that the applicant is causing to 
be published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the community to be 
served the notice required in § 2301.9 of 
the rules and two copies of the notice as 
it is to appear in the newspaper with 
notations of the dates on which the 
notice is to be published; 

(L) An opinion letter from the 
applicant's attorney stating that the 
applicant has fee simple title or a long- 
term lease (e.g., a ten-year lease) to any 
real property necessary for the 
installation of major fixed equipment 
(such as a broadcast transmitter or 
tower); 

(M) Meaningful documentation 
supporting the applicant's request for 
equipment to render the proposed 
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service (e.g., if an applicant seeks a 
grant for local production equipment, 
the applicant should supply 
documentation indicating its intent to 
engage in local production); and 

(N) Current information concerning 
any discrimination complaints filed 
against it before any governmental 
agency. 

(b) Deferred applications. (1) An 
applicant may reactivate an application 
deferred by the Agency during the prior 
year under §2301.19, if the applicant has 
not substantially changed the stated 
purpose of the application. 

(2) To reactivate a deferred 
application, the applicant must file a 
written request with the Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, Washington, 
DC 20230. The request must be timely 
and complete. 

(i) To file a timely request, an 
applicant must file the request on or 
before the date established as the 
closing date for the filing of applications 
under § 2301.10 of the rules. The request 
must: 

(A) Be addressed to the Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, Washington, 
DC 20230; 

(B) If mailed, be postmarked no later 
than midnight of the closing date; and 

(C) If hand delivered, be received no 
later than 4:30 p.m. of the closing date. 

(ii) To file a complete request, the 
applicant must submit an original and 
one copy of the following: 

(A) Sections I, II, If] and IV of Part I of 
the approved Agency application form 
with the original signature of an officer 
of the applicant, who is legally 
authorized to sign for the applicant, a 
notation of the file number of the earlier 
application and the current filing date of 
the amendment; 

(B) A brief narrative statement (not 
more than four (4) pages) describing the 
proposed project submitted on the 


‘current application form; 


(C) An update of availability of 
operating funds and the necessary non- 
Federal share of the project; 

(D) A fevised listing of current eligible 
preject costs, if necessary; 

(E) A revised inventory of all public 
telecommunications facilities currently 
owned by the applicant (applicants 
having previously submitted an 
inventory need only submit updating 
information); 

(F) If the application is for a 
construction project, a revised five (5) 
year plan outlining the applicant's 
projected facilities requirements, and 
the projected costs of such facilities 
(applicants having previously submitted 





a five (5) year plan may submit any 

approved amendments, i i 

updating the dates to include the current 
ear); 

: (G) Current information relating to the 

applicant's evaluation of alternate 

technologies available in the service 

area and the extent to which there is 

duplication of services; 

(H) If special consideration is 
requested under section 392(f) of the 
Act, current information detailing the 
basis for the request; 

(I) A statement by the applicant 
certifying that the applicant has served 
copies of its reactivated application on 
each of the entities required under 
§ 2301.8 of this part with a copy of the 
letters transmitting the application to 
the entities served; and 

(J) Current information concerning 
any discrimination complaints filed 
against it before any governmental 
agency. 

(c) Additional Information. (1) The 
Agency may request from the applicant 
any additional information which the 
Agency deems necessary or pertinent. 

(2) Applicants must promptly provide 
any additional information which the 
Agency requests as being necessary or 
pertinent. 


§ 2301.6 What happens if my application is 
incomplete or untimely? 

(a) Incomplete applications. Under 
§ 2301.7 of the rules, applicants have 45 
calendar days after the closing date to 
amend their applications. At the end of 
that period, the Agency will return any 
application which it has found to be 
incomplete. 

(b) Untimely applications. The 
Agency will return any application, 
substantial amendment to an 
application or request to reactivate a 
deferred application which is filed after 
the closing date. 

(c) Applicants, whose applications the 
Agency returns as being incomplete, 
may appeal the action to the 
Administrator under § 2301.13. 

' Applicants, whose applications the 
Agency returns as being untimely, may 
not appeal the Agency's action. 


§ 2301.7 What if | want to change some of 
the information in my application? 

(a) An applicant, which has filed a 
timely, but incomplete, application (or 
request seeking renewed consideration 
of a deferred application), may submit 
minor amendments to its application (or 
request) or submit additional 
information at any time up to 45 
calendar days after the closing date for 
the filing of applications. 

(b) An applicant, which has filed a 
timely application (or request), must 


amend its application to update 
information concerning any 
discrimination complaints filed against 
it before any governmental agency. 

(c) To amend its application, an 
applicant must submit an original and 
one copy of the following to the address 
specified in § 2301.5{a)(1) above: 

(1) A letter describing in detail the 
amendment which the applicant is 
making to its application; 

(2) Any new material or altered 
material; and 

(3) A certification that it has filed a 
copy of the notice on each of the entities 
required under § 2301.8. 

{d) Applicants may not submit 
substantial amendments to their 
applications (amendments which 
substantially change the nature or scope 
of the proposed project) after the closing 
date. 

(e) Applicants, which have deferred 
applications on file with the Agency 
may submit substantial amendments to 
their deferred applications at any time 
after the publication of the notice of 
closing date in the Federal Register and 
before the closing date. These 
applicants must comply with the service 
and publication requirements of 
§§ 2301.8 and 2301.9, respectively. 


§ 2301.8 Service of applications. 


On or before the closing date, an 
applicant, which files an application, a 
request seeking renewed consideration 
of a deferred application or a 
substantial amendment to an 
application with the PTFP, must serve a 
copy of its application, request or 
substantial amendment and any 
subsequent amendment(s} of the 
application on: 

(a) The State or local agency (if any) 
having jurisdiction over the 
development of broadcast and/or 
nonbroadcast telecommunications in the 
State and the community to be served 
by the proposed projects; 

(b) In the case of an application for a 
construction grant for which 
Commission authorization is necessary, 
the Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, DC 20554; 

(c) The State telecommunications 
agency (if any) in the State in which the 
channel associated with the project is 
assigned by the Commission, or if the 
channel in question is assigned jointly to 
communities in different States, the 
State agency (if any) in each of the 
States concerned; 

(d) The State telecommunications 
agency (if any) in any State, any part of 
which is located within the service area 
of the proposed facility; and 
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(e) The State clearinghousefs) 
required to be served under Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95. 


§ 2301.9 Publication of fiting. 


On or before the closing date, an 
applicant, which files an application or 
a substantial amendment to a deferred 
application with the PTFP, must cause to 
be published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the community{ies} to be 
served, a notice that it has filed an 
application or a substantial amendment 
to a deferred application which has 
been reactivated. (Applicants seedking 
to reactivate a deferred application 
under § 2301.5{b) above, need not 
publish the notice required under this 
section.) 

(a) The notice must contain: 

(1) The name of the applicant; 

(2) The address of applicant's office 
where a copy of the application is 
available to the public; 

(3) A brief description of the proposed 
project; and 

(4) The address to which commenting 
parties should send their comments: 
Public Telecommunications Facilities 
Program, NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, 
Washington, DC 20230. 

(b) The notice must be published once 
a week for two consecutive weeks. 

(c) The applicant must submit two 
copies of the notice as it is to appear in 
the newspaper to the Agency (at the 
address provided in paragraph (a){4) of 
this section) with notations of the dates 
on which the notice is to be published. 


§ 2301.10 Closing date. 


The Administrator shall select and 
publish in the Federal Register a date by 
which applications for funding in a 
current fiscal year are to be filed. 


§ 2301.11 Federal Communications 
Commission authorization. 


(a) Each applicant whose project 
requires Commission authorization must 
file an application for that authorization 
on or before the closing date for filing of 
PTFP applications. 

(b) Any Commission authorization 
required for the project must be in the 
name of the applicant for the PTFP 
grant. 

(c) If the project is to be associated 
with an existing station, Commission 
operating authority for that station must 
be current and valid. 

(d) For any project requiring a new 
authorization or authorizations from the 
Commission, the applicant must file 


-with the Agency a copy of each 


Commission application and any 
amendments thereto. 
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(e) If the applicant fails to file the 
required Commission application or 
applications by the closing date 
established pursuant to § 2301.10 of 
these rules, or if the Commission 
returns, dismisses or denies an 
application required for the project or 
any part thereof, or for the operation of 
the station with which the project is 
associated, the Agency may return the 
application for Federal financial 
assistance to the epplicent. 

(f) No grant will be awarded until 


confirmation has been received from the 
Commission that any necessary 
authorization will be issued. 


§ 2301.12 What happens after I file an 
application? 


After the closing date, the Agency will 
examine each application for timeliness, 
completeness, eligibility and 
Commission authorization. 

(a) If the Agency finds that an 
application is untimely, it will return the 
application to the applicant and inform 
the applicant that its application was 
untimely and will not be considered 
during the present cycle. 

(b)(1) If the Agency finds that an 
application is incomplete, it will hold the 
application for 45 calendar days after 
the closing date to allow the applicant to 
complete the application. 

(2) If, after 45 calendar days the 
application is still incomplete, the 
Agency will promptly inform the 
applicant that its application is 
incomplete. 

(c) When the Agency finds that either 
the applicant or the project is ineligible, 
it will promptly inform the applicant 
that it or its proposed project is 
ineligible. 

(d) If the Agency finds that a proposed 
project requires authorization from the 
Commission and that the applicant did 
not tender its application for 
Commission authorization on or before 
the closing date, the Agency will return 
the application. In returning an 
application under this subsection, the 
Agency will inform the applicant that 
the Agency cannot consider the 
applicant's application for a grant during 
the present grant cycle, because the 
applicant did not file an application for 
authority with the Commission on or 
before the closing date. 

(e) The Agency will accept for filing 
all other applications by publishing a 
notice in the Federal Register listing 
each application and substantial 
amendment to an application. The 
Agency will also include requests to 
reactivate deferred applications in its 
acceptance for filing list. Acceptance of 
an application for filing does not 
preclude subsequent return or 


disapproval of an application, if it is 
found to be not in accordance with the 
provisions of this part, or if the applicant 
fails to file any additional information 
requested by the Agency. Acceptance 
for filing does not assure that any 
particular application will be funded, 
but merely qualifies that application to 
compete for funding with other 
applications accepted for filing. 


§ 2301.13 ee 
eligibility or determination of 
incompleteness? 

(a) Within 15 calendar days after the 
date on which the Agency sends a 
written notice to an applicant denying 
the eligibility of the applicant or the 
applicant’s project, or notifying an 
applicant that its application is - 
incomplete, the applicant may file a 
written notice of appeal with the 
Administrator. The notice of appeal 
must contain a statement by the 
applicant showing its basis for 
appealing the Agency's action—i.e., 
showing that the denial of eligibility or 
determination of incompleteness is 
factually or legally incorrect. (If the 
applicant relies on any written 
documents or other materials to refute 
the Agency’s action, the applicant 
should list each item and attach a copy 
of each item or indicate that the Agency 
has a copy of the item in its possession.) 

(b) Upon receipt of the notice of 
appeal, the Administrator will review 
the appeal in consultation with the Chief 
Counsel and the PTFP Program Director 
and will render a decision within 30 
calendar days. 

(c) If the Administrator sustains the 
Agency action, i.e., the denial of 
eligibility or the determination of 
incompleteness, the Agency will return 
the application to the applicant. 

(d). All decisions of the Administrator 
made under paragraph (b) of this section 
are final. 


§ 2301.14 Can members of the public 
comment on applications? 


(a) Any interested party may file 
comments with.the Agency supporting 
or opposing an application or 
substantial amendment to an 
application, setting forth the grounds for 
support or opposition, accompanied by a 
certification that a copy of the 
comments has been mailed (or 
otherwise provided) to the applicant. 
Persons commenting on applications 
must send their comments to: Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, Washingtori, 
DC 20230. 

(b) Persons filing comments on 
applications must do so: 


(1) After the applicant files its 
application with the PTFP; and 

(2) Within 15 calendar days after the 
Agency publishes a notice of acceptance 
of applications in the Federal Register, 
as described in § 2301.12(a)(5). 

(c) Within 45 calendar days after the 
Agency publishes a notice of acceptance 
of applications in the Federal Register, 
an applicant may file a reply to any 
comments opposing its application or its 
substantial amendment toan — 
application. 

(d) The time periods referred to in 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section 
may be extended by the Administrator if 
good cause is shown. 


§ 2301.15 What does the Agency do with 
these comments? 

(a) The Agency will incorporate all 
comments from the public and any 
replies to those comments from an 
applicant in the application official file. 

(b) An applicant or an objecting party 
may not appeal to the Administrator the 
determination of the Agency to grant or 
not grant a particular application. 


§ 2301.16 Coordination with interested 
agencies and organizations. 

In acting on applications and carrying 
out other responsibilities under the Act, 
the Agency shall consult with: 

(a) The Commission, with respect to 
functions which are of interest to or 
affect functions of the Commission; 

(b) The Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, with respect to functions 
which are of interest to or affect the 
functions of the Corporation; 

(c) Other agencies, organizations and 
institutions administering programs 
which may be coordinated effectively 
with Federal assistance provided under 
the Act; and 

(d) State clearinghouse(s) described in 
Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-95. 


§ 2301.17 Funding criteria for construction 
applications. 

In determining whether to approve a 
construction grant application, in whole 
or in part, and the amount of such grant, 
or whether to defer action on such an 
application, the Agency will evaluate all 
the information in the application file 
and consider the following factors (the 
order of listing implies no priority): 

(a) How well the applicant has 
satisfied the assurances required in 
§ 2301.5; 

(b) The priorities set forth in § 2301.20; 

(c) The adequacy and continuity of 
financial resources for long-term 
operational support, which assures the 
applicant's continual service to the 
communities within the service area; 





and the availability of necessary funds 
for capital expenditures; 

(d) The extent to which non-Federal 
funds will be used to meet the total cost 
of the project; 

(e) The extent to which the applicant 
has: 

(1) Evaluated alternate technologies, 
the bases upon which decisions were 
made as to the technology to be utilized 
and the extent to which the proposed 
service will not duplicate service 
already available, 

(2) Provided.meaningful 
documentation of the applicant's 
equipment requirements, 

(3) Provided meaningful 
documentation of community support for 
the service to be provided (such as 
letters from agencies for whom the 
applicant produces or will produce 
programs or other materials and from 
key elected/appointed policy-making 
officials); 

(f) The extent to which the evidence 
supplied in the application reasonably 
assures an increase in public 
telecommunications services and 
facilities available to, operated by, and 
owned (or controlled) by minority and 
women; 

(g) The extent to which the various 
items of eligible apparatus proposed are 
necessary to, and capable of, achieving 
the objectives of the project and will 
permit the most efficient use of the grant 
funds; 

(h) The extent to which the eligible 
equipment requested meets current 
telecommunications industry 
performance standards; 

(i) The extent to which the applicant 
will have available sufficient qualified 
staff to operate and maintain the facility 
and provide services of professional 
quality; 

(j) The extent to which the applicant 
has planned and coordinated the 
proposed services with other 
telecommunications entities in the 
service area; 

(k) The extent to which the project 
implements local, Statewide or regional 
public telecommunications systems 
plans, if any; 

(l) The extent to which the applicant's 
proposed five (5) year facilities plan 
required by section 392(a) of the Act is 
practical, financially affordable and 
consistent with the intent of the Act and 
Regulations; and 

(m) The readiness of the Commission 
to grant any necessary authorization. 


§ 2301.18 Funding criteria for planning 
applications. 

In determining whether to approve a 
planning grant application, in whole or 
in part, and the amount of such grant, or 


whether to defer action on such an 
application, the Agency will evaluate all 
the information in the application file 
and consider the following factors (the 
order of listing implies no priority): 

(a) How well the applicant has 
satisfied the assurances required in 
§ 2301.5; 

(b) The extent to which the applicant's 
interests and purposes are consistent 
with the purposes of the Act and the 
priorities of the Agency; 

(c) The qualifications of the proposed 
planner to provide a public 
telecommunications facilities plan; 

(d) The extent to which the planning 
project’s proposed procedural design 
assures that the applicant would obtain 
adequate: 

(1) Financial human and support 
resources necessary to conduct the plan, 

(2) Coordination with other 
telecommunications entities at the local, 
State, regional and national levels, 

(3) Evaluation of alternate 
technologies and existing services, and 

(4) Participation by the public to be 
served (and by minorities and women in 
particular) in the planning of the project; 

(e) The extent to which the applicant 
has engaged in pre-planning studies to 
determine the technical feasibility of the 
proposed planning project (such as the 
availability of a frequency assignment, if 
necessary for the project); and 

(f) The extent to which the proposed 
procedure and timetable are feasible 
and can achieve the expected results. 


§ 2301.19 Action on all applications. 

(a) After consideration of an 
application which the Agency has 
accepted for filing, any comments and 
replies filed by interested parties and 
any other relevant information, the 
Agency will take one of the following 
actions: 

(1) Select the application for funding, 
in whole on in part; 

(2) Defer the application for 
subsequent: consideration pursuant to 
§ 2301.5; or 

(3) Return the application to the 
applicant with a notice of the grounds 
and reasons therefor. 

(b) Upon the Agency’s approval or 
deferral, in whole or in part, of an 
application, the Agency will inform: 

(1) The applicant; 

(2) Each State educational television, 
radio or telecommunications agency, if 
any, in any State, any part of which lies 
within the service area of the applicant's 
facility; 

(3) The Commission; and 

(4) The Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. 

(c) If the Agency awards a grant, the 
grant award document will include grant 
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terms and conditions set forth in 
Subpart D of the Rules and whatever 
other provisions are required by Federal 
law or regulations, or may be deemed 
necessary or desirable for the 
achievement of the purposes of the 
program. 


Subpart C—Priorities Among 
Applications and the Role of Minorities 
and Women 


§ 2301.20 Program priorities. 

(a) The following criteria, listed in 
order of priority, shall govern the 
Agency’s determination to fund an 
application and the amount of the grant 
awarded: 

(1) Whether the application will 
provide new public telecommunications 
facilities to extend service to areas not 
currently receiving such services. 

(2) Whether the application will result 
in the expansion of the service areas of 
existing public telecommunications 
entities to areas not currently receiving 
such services. 

(3) Whether the application will result 
in the improvement of the capabilities of 
existing public broadcast stations to 
provide public telecommunications 
services. 

(b) Notwithstanding the priorities 
among applications listed in paragraph 
(a) of this section, the Agency may 
utilize appropriated funds to award 
grants to applicants who are otherwise 
eligible for funding, but do not fall 
within any of the priorities listed in 
paragraph (a) of this section. Grants 
made pursuant to this subsection must 
fulfill the overall objectives of the Act. 


§ 2301.21 Special consideration. 


In assessing applications, the Agency 
will give special consideration to 
applications which foster control of, 
operation of, and participation in public 
telecommunications entities by 
minorities and women. 


Subpart D—Federal Financial 
Participation 


§2301.22 Amount of the Federal grant. 


(a) Planning grants. A Federal grant 
award for the planning of a public 
telecommunications facility shall be in 
an amount determined by the Agency 
and set forth in the grant award 
document and the attachments thereto. 
The Agency may provide up to 100 
percent of the funds necessary for the 
planning of a public telecommunications 
facility which is eligible for construction 
grant funding. 

(b) Construction grants: (1) A Federal 
grant award for the construction of a 
public telecommunications facility shall 
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be an amount determined by the Agency 
and set forth in the grant award 
document, except that such amount 
shall not exceed 75 percent of the 
amount determined by the Agency to be 
the reasonable and necessary cost of 
such project. 

(2) No part of the grantee’s matching 
share of the eligible project costs may 
be met with funds paid by the Federal 
Government, except where the use of 
such funds to meet a Federal matching 
requirement is specifically and 
expressly authorized by Federal statute. 

(3) Funds supplied to an applicant by 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
may not be used for the required non- 
Federal matching purposes, except upon 
a clear compelling showing of need. 

(c) If the actual costs incurred in 
completing the planning or construction 
project are less than the estimated 
project costs, which were the basis for 
the Agency’s determination of the initial 
grant award, the Agency shall reduce 
the amount of the final grant award so 
that the final grant award bears the 
same ratio to the actual cost of the 
project as the initial grant award bore to 
the estimated total project costs. In no 
case will the final grant award exceed 
the initial grant award. 

(d) Project costs do not include the 
value of eligible apparatus owned or 
acquired by the applicant prior to the 
effective date of acceptance for filing of 
the application, and services related 
thereto. NTIA will specify the effective 
date of the acceptance for filing in the 
Federal Register notice required under 
§ 2301.12 of the rules. This date will not 
be earlier than the date on which the 
applicant first filed the application with 
the Agency. 

§ 2301.23 Payment of the Federal grant. 

(a) The Agency will not make any 
payment under an award, unless and 
until the recipient complies with all 
relevant requirements imposed by this 
part. Additionally, with regard to a 
public telecommunications entity 
requiring Commission authorization, the 
Agency will not make any payment until 
it receives confirmation from the 
Commission that the Commission has 
granted any necessary authorization. 

(b) After the conditions indicated in 
paragraph (a) of this section have been 
satisfied, the Agency will make payment 
to the grantee in such installments 
consistent with the percentage of project 
completion, as the Agency may 
determine. (As a general matter, the 
Agency expects grantees to expend 
local matching funds at a rate at least 
equal to the ratio of the local match to 
the Federal grant as stipulated in the 
grant award.) 


(c) When an applicant completes a 
construction project, the Agency will 
assign a completion date which the 
Agency will use to calculate the 
termination date of the Federal fiterest 
period. (The completion-date will be the 
date on which the grantee certifies that 
the project is complete and in accord 
with the terms and conditions of the 
grant, as required under § 2301.26. If the 
PTFP Program Director determines that 
the grantee improperly certified the 
project to be complete, the PTFP 
Program Director will amend the 
completion date accordingly.) 


§ 2301.24 items and costs ineligible for 
Federal funding. 

The following items and costs are 
ineligible for funding under the Act: 

(a) Equipment and supplies. (1) 
Vehicles, including those in which 
mobile equipment is mounted or carried; 

(2) Receiving equipment (except as 
required by good engineering practices 
for monitoring the origination or 
transmission of signals; vertical interval 


or subcarrier receivers and decoders; or ° 


satelite receivers); 

(3) Modifying or strengthening the 
applicant’s tower to accommodate 
antennas of commerical entities; 

(4) Equipment for motion picture or 
still photography or processsing; 

(5) Manual film or tape editing 
equipment, film, recording tape, reels, 
film or tape cleaning equipment; 

(6) Scenery and props, art supplies 
and equipment; 

(7) Sound insulation devices, 
cycloramas, draperies, studio clocks, 
blackboards, intercoms, telephones, 
furniture, and the like; 

(8) Production devices such as 
prompting systems, background 
projection systems, sound effects, and 
the like; 

(9) Office equipment, printing and 
duplication supplies; except for planning 
projects under section 392(c) of the Act; 

(10) Maintenance equipment such as 
hand and power tools, storage cabinets 
and maintenance services; 

(11) Air conditioning for control or 
equipment rooms, studios, transmitter 
buildings, mobile units and other 
operational rooms and offices (except 
that the cost to provide ventilation of 
project apparatus as is required by good 
engineering practice is an eligible 
installation cost); 

(12) Equipment providing power to the 
facility, including transformers, 
regulators, generators, and related 
equipment; 

(13) Expendable items, including spare 
recording heads, spare lenses, spare 


_ circuit components and other kits 


normally considered spares except for 
transmitters; and 

(14) Such other equipment and 
supplies as the Agency may determine 
prior to the award of a grant. 

(b) Other Expenses. (1) Buildings and 
modifications to buildings to house 
eligible equipment are not themselves 
eligible for funding under this program, 
except, that small equipment shelters 
which are part of satellite earth stations, 
translators, microwave interconnection 
facilities and similar facilities are 
eligible for funding. 

(2) Land and land improvements; 

(3) Salaries and personnel employed 
by an operating public ; 
telecommunications entity, except for 
planning projects under section 392(c) of 
the Act, and for construction-related 
activities as defined in section 397(I) of 
the Act and § 2301.3 of the rules; 

(4) Moving costs required by 
relocation; and 

(5) Such other expenses as the Agency 
may determine prior to the award of a 
grant. 


Subpart E—Accountability for Federal 
Funds 


§ 2301.25 Retention of records. 


(a) Each recipient of assistance under 
this program shall keep intact and 
accessible the following records: 

(1) A complete and itemized inventory 
of all public telecommunications 
facilities under the control of the 
grantee, whether or not financed, in 
whole or in part, with Federal funds; 

(2) Complete, current and accessible 
financial records which fully disclose 
the total amount of the project; the 
amount of the grant; the disposition of 
the grant proceeds; and the amount, 
nature and source of non-Federal funds 
associated with the project; 

(3) All records specified in Office of 
Management and Budget Circulars A- 
102 (for State and local governments) 
and A-110 (educational institutions, 
hospitals and nonprofit organizations). 

(b) The grantee shall mark project 
apparatus in a permanent manner in 
order to assure easy and accurate 
identification and reference to inventory 
records. 


§ 2301.26 Copies of planning studies; final 
certification of construction projects. 

(a) Upon the completion of a planning 
project, the grantee must promptly 
provide to the Administrator two copies 
of any study conducted in whole or in 
part with funds provided under this 
program by sending the copies to the 
Public Telecommunications Facilities 
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Program, NTIA/DOC, Room 4625, 
Washington, DC 20230. 

(b) Upon completion of a construction 
project, the grantee must: 

(1) Certify that the grantee has 
completed the acquisition and 
installation of the project equipment in 
accordance with the project as approved 
by the Agency; 

(2) Certify that the grantee has 
obtained any necessary Commission 
authorizations to operate the project 
apparatus following the acquisition and 
installation of the apparatus; 

(3) Certify that the facilities are in 
operating order and that the grantee is 
using the facilities to provide public 
telecommunications services in 
accordance with the project as approved 
by the Agency; and 

(4) Certify that the grantee has 
obtained adequate insurance to protect 
the Federal interest in the project in the 
event of loss through casualty. 


§ 2301.27 Annual status report for 
construction grants. 

For construction projects, the grantee 
must file with the Agency during the ten 
(10) year period commencing with the 
date of completion of a project, an 
annual status report on or before each 
April 1 following completion of the 
project, certifying that the grantee 
continues to meet the conditions 
attached to the grant as specified in 
§ 2301.28. 


Subpart F—Control and Use of 
Facilities 


§ 2301.28 What conditions are attached to 
the Federal grant? 

When an applicant is awarded a 
Federal grant under the PTFP, the 
applicant (now the grantee) takes the 
grant subject to certain conditions 
concerning the use of the Federal 
monies and the equipment obtained 
with those monies. These conditions are: 

(a) During the construction of a 
project and the Federal interest period, 
the grantee must: 

(1) Continue to be an eligible 
organization as described in § 2301.4; 

(2) Use the Federal grant funds for the 
purposes for which the grant was made 
and for the items of apparatus and other 
expenditure items specified in the 
application for inclusion in the project, 
except that the grantee may substitute 
other items where necesary or desirable 
to carry out the purpose of the project as 
approved in advance by the Agency; 

(3) Promptly complete the project and 
place the public telecommunications 
facility into operation; 

(4) Maintain protection against 
common hazards through adequate 


insurance coverage or other equivalent 
undertakings, except that, to the extent 
the applicant follows a different policy 
of protection with respect to its other 
property; the applicant may extend such 
policy to apparatus acquired and 
installed under the project; 

(5) Permit the Agency and the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States or their duly authorized 
representatives access for the purpose 
of audit and examination of any books, 
documents, papers and records of any 
grantee that are pertinent to assistance 
received under this program; 

(6) Permit inspections during normal 
working hours by the Agency and the 
Comptroller General of.the United 
States or their duly authorized 
representatives, of the public 
telecommunications facilities acquired 
with Federal finiancial assistance; 

(7) Comply with the provision of the 
Office of Management and Budget 
Circulars A-102 (for State and local 
governments) and A-110 (for institutions 
of higher education, hospitals and other 
nonprofit organizations) for the 
procurement of equipment and services 
funded in whole or in part with Federal 
monies; 

(8) In advertising for bids for the 
purchase of apparatus, shall state that 
the Federal Government has an interest 
in facilities purchased with Federal 
funds under this program which begins 
with the purchase of the facilities and 
continues for ten (10) years after the 
completion of the project; 

(9) Hold appropriate title or lease to 
the site or sites on which apparatus 
proposed in the project will be operated, 
including the right to construct, 
maintain, operate, inspect and remove 
such apparatus, sufficient to assure 
continuity of operation of the facility; 

(10) Ensure that no person shall, on 
the grounds of race, color or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, 
be denied the benefits of or otherwise 
be subjected to discrimination under 
any program or activity for which the 
applicant receives funding under this 
Act (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 as implemented by Department 
regulations, 15 CFR Subtitle A, Part 8); 

(11) Ensure that no person shall, on 
the basis of sex, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits 
of or be subjected to discrimination 
under any educational program or 
activity for which the applicant receives 
funding under the Act (Title IX of the 
Education Amendments of 1972, as 
amended); 

(12) Ensure that no otherwise 
qualified individual shall, solely by 
reason of handicap, be excluded from 
the participation in, be denied the 
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benefits of or be subjected to 
discrimination under any program or - 
activity for which the applicant receives 
funding under this Act (section 504 of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as 
amended); 

(13) Use the facilities primarily for the . 
provision of public telecommunications 
services and ensure that the use of the 
facilities for other than public 
telecommunications purposes does not 
interfere with the provision of the public 
telecommunications services for which 
the grant was made; 

(14)(i) Execute and record all 
necessary documents to establish a 
priority lien in favor of the Federal 
Government on any facilities purchased 
with funds obtairied under the Act, 
which would be coextensive with the 
Federal interest period; and 

(ii) File a certified copy of the 
recorded lien with the Agency; 

(15) Obtain and continue to hold any 
necessary Commission authorization(s); 
(16) Ensure that no person shall, on 

the basis of age, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits 
of or be subjected to discrimination 
under any educational program or 
activity for which the applicant receives 
funding under the Act (Age 
Discrimination Act of 1975, as 
amended); 

(17) Not make its facilities available to 
any person for the broadcast or other 
transmission of any advertisement. 

(b) During the period in which the 
grantee possesses or uses the Federally 
funded facilities (whether or not this 
period extends beyond the Federal 
interest period), the grantee may not use 
or allow the use of the Federally funded 
equipment for purposes the essential 
thrust of which are sectarian. 


§ 2301.29 Nondiscrimination. 


(a) The Agency shall enforce Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as ~ 
implemented by Department regulations, 
15 CFR Subtitle A, Part 8. 

(b) The Agency shall enforce Title IX 
of the Education Amendments of 1972, 
as amended. Department implementing 
regulations have not yet been adopted, 
but will be enforced upon their 
adoption. 

(c) The Agency shall enforce section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as 
amended. Department implementing 
regulations have been proposed, 43 FR 
53765, published November 17, 1978. 
tinal regulations will be enforced when 
adopted. 

(d) The Agency shall enforce the Age 
Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended. 
Department implementing regulations 
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have not yet been adopted, but will be 
enforced when adopted. 


§ 2301.30 How can a grant be terminated? 


(a) Termination for cause—If a 
grantee fails to meet any condition 
attached to the grant, as specified in 
§ 2301.28, the Agency may take any 
appropriate action including, but not 
limited to: 

(1) Suspending a particular grant and 
withholding further the payments under 
that grant, pending corrective action by 
the grantee; 

(2) Prohibiting a grantee from 
incurring additional obligations of funds, 
pending corrective action by the grantee; 

(3) Where the grantee cannot (or will 
not) comply with the condition (or 
conditions) attached to a particular 
grant, terminating the grant and 
requiring the grantee to repay the 
Federal Government an amount bearing 
the same ratio to the fair market value 
of the facilities at the time of 
termination as the Federal grant bore to 
the project; 

(4) Where the condition (or 
conditions) is also attached to other 
grants which the grantee has received 
from the Agency, suspending payments 
under all these other grants; and 

(5) Where the condition (or 
conditions) is also attached to other 
grants which the grantee has received 
from the Agency, terminating all these 
other grants and requiring the grantee to 
repay the Federal Government an 
amount bearing the same ratio to the 
fair market value of the facilities at the 
time of termination as the Federal grants 
bore to the projects for which they were 
granted. 

(b) Termination for convenience— 
When the Agency and the grantee agree 
that the continuation of the project 
would not produce beneficial results 
commensurate with the expenditure of 
further Federal funds, the parties may 
terminate the grant, in whole or in part, 
with all conditions and on an effective 
date to which the parties have mutually 
agreed. 


§ 2301.31 Equipment. 

All equipment, which a grantee 
acquires under this program, shall be of 
professional quality. An applicant 
proposing to utilize non-broadcast 
technology shall propose and purchase 
equipment which is compatible with 


broadcast equipment wherever the two 
types of apparatus interface. 


§ 2301.32 Waiver. 

For good cause shown, the 
Administrator may waive the 
regulations adopted pursuant to section 
392(e) of the Act. 

Appendix A 

Note.—Appendix A will not appear in the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

Priority I—Provision of Public 
Telecommunications Facilities for First 
Radio and Television Signals to a 
Geographic Area. Within this category, 
we establish two subcategories: 

A. Projects which include local 
origination capacity. This category 
includes the planning or construction of 
new facilities which can provide a full 
range of radio and/or television 
programs including material that is 
locally produced. Eligible projects 
include new radio or television 
broadcast stations, new cable systems, 
or first public telecommunications 
service to existing cable systems, 
provided that such projects include local 
origination capacity. 

B. Projects which do not include local 
origination capacity. This category 
includes projects such as increase in 
tower height and/or power of existing 
stations and construction of translators, 
cable networks and repeater 
transmitters which will result in 
providing public telecommunications 
services to previously unserved areas. 

Priority II—Rep/acement of Basic 
Equipment of Existing Essential 
Broadcast Facilities. Projects eligible for 
consideration under this category 
include the replacement of obsolete or 
worn out equipment in existing 
broadcast facilities which provide either 
the only public telecommunications 
signal or the only locally originated 
public telecommunications signal to a 
geographical area. 

Priority I1l—£stablishment of First 
Local Origination Capacity in a 
Geographical Area. Projects in this 
category include the planning or 
construction of facilities to bring the 
first local origination capacity to an area 
already receiving public 
telecommunications services from 
distant sources through translators, 
repeaters and cable systems. 

Priority |'V—Replacement and 
Improvement of Basic Equipment for 


Existing Broadcast Facilities. Projects 
eligible for consideration under this 
category include the replacement of 
obsolete or worn out equipment and the 
upgrading of existing origination or 
delivery capacity to current industry 
performance standards (e.g., 
conversions to color, stereo, etc.; 
improvements to signal quality and 
significant improvements in equipment 
flexibility or reliability). 

Priority V—Augmentation of Existing 
Broadcast Station Facilities. Projects 
under this priority would equip an 
existing station beyond a basic capacity 
to broadcast programming from distant 
sources and to originate local 
programming. 

A. Projects to equip auxiliary studios 
at remote locations, or to provide 
mobile origination facilities. An 
applicant must demonstrate that 
significant expansion in public 
participation in programming will result. 
This category includes neighborhood 
production studios or facilities in other 
locations within a station's service area 
which would make participation in local 
programming accessible to additional 
segments of the population. 

B. Projects to augment production 
capacity beyond basic level in order to 
provide programming or related 
materials for other than local 
distribution, This category would 
provide equipment for the production of 
programming for regional or national 
use. Need beyond existing capacity must 
be justified. 


Other Cases. In any fiscal year, NTIA 
possesses the discretionary authority to 
award grants to eligible applicants 
whose proposals do not clearly fall 
within any of the listed priorities but 
whose applications, by virtue of their 
unique or innovative nature, would 
further the overall objectives of the Act. 
Such projects include, among other 
things, the planning and construction of 
facilities to provide significantly 
different additional services for which a 
clear and substantial community need 
can be demonstrated (e.g., first in-State 
facility with local origination capacity, 
service to identifiable ethnic or 
linguistic minority audiences, services to 
the blind or deaf, instructional services 
or electronic text). 

[FR Doc. 82-32286 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 124 and 125 
[OW-FRC 2221-6] 


Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements for Discharges Into 
Marine Waters 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: EPA is today promulgating 


final amendments to regulations that 
implement section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act. Section 301(h) provides for 
modifications of secondary treatment 
requirements for discharges into marine 
waters by publicly owned treatment 
works (POTWs) which demonstrate 


their compliance with the 301(h) criteria. 


These amendments are necessary to 
clarify, simplify, and update the section 
301(h) regulations and application 
requirements. These amendments 
supplement and amend final 301(h) 
regulations previously published in the 
Federal Register on June 8, 1982. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations take 
effect on December 27, 1982, except for 
changes in information requirements 
from the proposed regulations, which 
are not effective until OMB approval 
under the Paperwork Reduction Act is 
obtained. The changes subject to such 
approval appear in 40 CFR 125.64(a)(2) 
(industrial user survey portion only), 
Questions I1.B.4.a. of Part 125, Appendix 
A, the Small Applicant Questionnaire 
and II.B.5.a. of Part 125, Appendix B the 
Large Applicant Questionnaire (fecal 
coliform portions only), and Question 
III.E.2. of Appendices A and B the Small 
and Large Applicant Questionnaires 
(fecal coliform portions only). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Paul Pan, Acting Director, Office of 
Marine Discharge Evaluation (WH-546), 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 
20460, (202) 755-9231. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


Under section’301(b)(1)(B) of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.C. 
1311(b)(1)(B), POTWs were required to 
achieve secondary treatment by July 1, 
1977. Congress amended the CWA in 
1977 to add section 301(h), 33 U.S.C. 
1311(h), which provides that the 
Administrator, upon application by a 
POTW and with the concurrence of the 
State, may issue a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit which modifies the secondary 


‘ 


treatment requirements of section 
301(b)(1){B). In order to obtain such a 
modification, the modified discharge 
must be into certain marine or estuarine 
waters and the applicant must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Administrator that the proposed 
discharge will comply with the section 
301(h) criteria. 

On June 15, 1979, EPA promulgated 
regulations implementing section 301(h) 
of the CWA at 44 FR 34784 (1979 
Regulations). Those regulations were 
challenged in the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit. As a 
result, the Court invalidated three 
provisions of the 1979 Regulations in 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
v. EPA, 656 F.2d 768 (D.C. Cir., 1981). 
Subsequent to the Court's decision, the 
Municipal Wastewater Treatment 
Construction Grant Amendments of 1981 
(MWTCGA), enacted on December 29, 
1981, amended section 301(h) in several 
respects. Pub. L. 97-117, 95 Stat. 1623. 
EPA thereafter promulgated final and 
immediately effective amendments to 
the section 301(h) regulations to 
implement the Court's decision and the 
statutory changes (47 FR 24918, June 8, 
1982). The preamble to those final 
amendments explains the lawsuit 
results, statutory changes, and 
regulatory amendments. 

On June 8, 1982, EPA also published 
proposed amendments to the section 
301(h) regulations. 47 FR 24921. As 
explained in that preamble, the 
proposed amendments reflected EPA's 
experience in implementing the section 
301(h) program and were responsive to 
the President's directive to reduce the 
burden of government regulations. The 
proposed amendments were intended to 
make the regulations simpler, clearer, 
and more flexible. Finally, the proposed 
amendments reflected EPA's tentative 
response to a September 11, 1981, 
rulemaking petition from the Pacific 
Legal Foundation (PLF) to amend the 
section 301(h) regulations. A tentative 
response to PLF’s petition was included 
in a letter sent to PLF at the time of the 
proposed amendments. In the preamble 
to the proposed amendments, EPA : 
solicited comments on both PLF’s 
rulemaking petition and EPA’s tentative 
response. 

The preamble to the proposed 
amendments also notified the public of 
the availability of a Draft Revised 
Section 301(h) Technical Support 
Document (Technical Support 
Document) and solicited comments on it. 
That document explained the technical 
basis for the proposed regulatory 
amendments and contained advisory 
guidance on how applicants could 
develop necessary information and 
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respond to the application 
questionnaires contained in the 
proposed regulation. In addition, EPA 
also made available for public comment 
a draft document entitled Design of 
301(h) Monitoring Programs for 
Municipal Wastewater Discharges to 
Marine Waters (Monitoring Document) 
which contained advisory information 
on how applicants could develop 
monitoring programs required by 
proposed § 125.62. 

EPA held public meetings on the 
regulatory amendments in Seattle, San 
Francisco, Boston, the New York area, 
and Miami. The purpose of these 
meeting was to help the public 
understand the regulatory and statutory 
amendments and thereby facilitate the 
public’s submission of written comments 
on the proposed regulations. Tapes from 
the public meetings are part of the 
public record and are available for use 
at the address given above. 

The public comment period closed on 
August 9, 1982. EPA received 15 timely 
comments from municipalities, 
organizations, and agencies on the 
proposed amendments. Additional 
comments were received within several 
days of the close of the public comment 
period. Because evaluating these late 
comments did not delay promulgation of 
the final regulations, EPA has elected to 
respond to them. 

No public comments were received on 
PLF’s rulemaking petition and EPA's 
tentative reply. One comment was 
received on the Monitoring Document 
which stated that the monitoring 
procedures should be adhered to and 
endorsed the use of in situ bioassays 
and monitoring of the areal extent of 
kelp beds adjacent to a POTW. One 
comment was also received on the 
Technical Support Document which 
pointed out that the formula for oxygen 
depletion (p. VI-39 of the draft 
document) results in oxygen depletion 
being expressed in micrograms per liter 
instead of milligrams per liter. The 
formula has been adjusted accordingly 
in the final document. 

EPA has now finalized the Technical 
Support and Monitoring Documents. 
They are available to the public by 
contacting EPA at the address given 
above. As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed amendments, these documents 
are advisory in nature but will provide 
potential applicants with valuable 
guidance on responding to the 
mandatory application questionnaires 
which are set forth as Appendices A 
and B to these final amendments. 
Concurrent with promulgation of these 
regulations, EPA has sent PLF a final 
reply to its rulemaking petition which is 
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also available by contacting EPA at the 
above address. - 

Some comments addressed provisions 
in the 1979 Regulations that were not 
reopened in this rulemaking. Issues 
pertaining to those provisions were fully 
aired in 1979 and EPA has no legal 
obligation to respond to comments on 
them now. Nevertheless, EPA has listed 
these comments and either responded to 
them or referred to the preamble of the 
1979 Regulations. 

Section II of the preamble provides a 
brief, section-by-section analysis of the 
final regulations, indicating which 
sections were the subject of public 
comments and where changes to the 
proposed regulations were made as a 
result. The substance of all comments 
received, as well as EPA’s responses, 
are discussed in Sections II and IV. 
Because the preamble to these final 
regulations discusses only the public 
comments and EPA’s responses thereto, 
readers should also refer to the 
preamble of the proposed regulations (47 
FR 24921) for a full explanation of the 
amendments. Section V of the preamble 
discusses compliance with Executive 
Order 12291, the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, and the Paperwork Reduction Act. 
II. Section by Section Analysis 

Section 125.56: This section 
establishes the general scope and 
purpose of the 301(h) regulations. No 
comments were received on this section 
and it remains unchanged from the 
proposal. 

Section 125.57: This section remains 
unchanged from the proposal and sets 
forth the statutory language applicable 
to section 301(h) modified permits, 
including the statutory amendments 
enacted on December 29, 1981 (Pub. L. 
97-117). Particular attention is directed 
to section 125.57(b) which sets forth the 
statutory deadline (December 29, 1982) 
by which applications must be filed. See 
also, § 125.59{e){1)(i). 

Section 125.58: This section sets forth 
the definitions applicable to the 301(h) 
regulations. Several public comments 
were received on this section. In 
response, the proposed definition of 
large and small applicants (final 
§ 125.58(c)) has undergone adjustment. 
Additionally, the definition of primary 
treatment (proposed section 125.58{n)) 
has been deleted. Otherwise, this 
section remains the same as proposed. 

Section 125.59: This section sets forth 
general requirements applicable to 
301(h) applications, including filing 
deadlines and procedures, procedures 
for revising applications, and procedures 
for State determinations. Several 
comments were received on this section, 
and changes have been made to the 


provisions dealing with application 
revisions and the locations at which 
applications and State determinations 
are to be filed. Otherwise this section 
remains the same as proposed. 

Section 125.60: This section 
implements section 301(h)(1) of the 
CWA and pertains to water quality 
standards specific to the pollutants for 
which a 301{h) modification is 
requested. One comment was received; 
however, this section remains the same 
as proposed. 

Section 125.61: This section 
implements section 301(h)(2) of the 
CWA, and includes criteria related to 
public water supplies, biological 
impacts, and recreational activities. 
Several comments were received on this 
section; however this section remains 
the same as proposed. 

Section 125.62: This section 
implements section 301(h}{3) of the 
CWA, and contains the criteria for 
monitoring progrems. Several comments 
were received on this section and an 
adjustment was made to § 125.62{b)(1){i) 
and a citation error corrected in 
§ 125.62(b}(3){iii). Otherwise, this® 
section remains the same as proposed. 

Section 125.63: This section 
implements section 301(h){4) of the 
CWA and contains criteria related to 
impacts on other point and nonpoint 
sources. One comment was received; 
however, this section remains the same 
as proposed. 

Section 125.64: This section 
implements sections 301(h} (5) and (6) of 
the CWA and contains criteria related 
to the control of toxic pollutants and 
pesticides. Several comments were 
received on this section and changes 
were made to §§ 125.64{a}{2), (c){1), and 
(d); otherwise this section remains as 
proposed. 

Section 125.65: This section 
implements section 301(h){7) of the 
CWA and contains criteria related to 
increased discharges. Several comments 
were received; however, this section 
remains the same as proposed. 

Section 125.66: This section was 
deleted and reserved for reasons set 
forth in the June 8, 1982, final 
amendments. 

Section 125.67: This section sets forth 
special permit conditions to be included 
in 301{h) modified NPDES permits. 
Several comments were seceived; 
however, this section remains the same 
as proposed. 

Application questionnaires: There are 
two questionnaires, one for large 


applicants and one for small; the use of . 


these questionnaires is mandatory. 
Several comments were received which 
related to the questionnaires ard 
changes have been made to the 


questionnaires as described in sections 
III and IV of this preamble. 


III. Major Changes From the Proposed 
Amendments 


A. Application Revisions. Proposed 
§ 125.59(d)(2) provided an opportunity 
for upward revision of an application 
{i.e., proposed improvements in 
treatment levels and/or improvements 
in outfall design and location) following 
a tentative decision denying the 
application. No comments were received 
on this proposal. However, numerous 
comments were received on proposed 
§ 125.59(d)(1), which provided a more 
limited opportunity to seek downward 
revisions of proposed treatment levels. 

Proposed § 125.59(d)(1} provided 
certain applicants who had filed an 
application under the 1979 Regulations 
with a one-time opportunity to request 
treatment levels that were lower than 
those proposed in their original 301(h) 
applications {i.e., downward application 
revisions). This proposal was intended 
to address the results in NRDC v. EPA 
which overturned provisions in the 1979 
Regulations prohibiting variances for 
communities proposing less-than- 
primary treatment or already achieving 
secondary treatment. See, 1979 
Regulations, §§125.59{b) (4) and (9). 
Because some applicants presumably 
proposed higher treatment levels than 
they otherwise would have desired in 
order to comply with the invalidated 
prohibitions, proposed §125.59({d)(1) 
would have allowed such applicants a 
one-time opportunity to propose a lower 
treatment level. However, because 
applicants who originally proposed 
improvements beyond primary 
treatment were not actually required to 
do so by the invalidated prohibitions, 
EPA concluded that such applicants had 
not been prejudiced by the 1979 
Regulations. Accordingly, proposed 
§ 125.59(d)(1) was not made applicable 
to such applicants. In addition, because 
municipalities filing new applications 
under these amended regulations may 
propose any level of treatment 
(including no treatment) they believe 
will comply with the 301(h) criteria, 
proposed § 125.59(d){1) also was not 
made applicable to new applicants. 

None of the comments received on 
§ 125.59(d)(1) supported retaining the 
above limitations on the provisions for 
downward application revisions. 
Several commenters found the 
limitations to be confusing and subject 
to various interpretations. Some 
commenters pointed to language in the 
preamble to the 1979 Regulations (44 FR 
34797) which had discouraged them from 
proposing only primary treatment. Other 





commenters pointed out that treatment 
levels proposed in an application could 
be dictated by requirements of State 
law, and that if State law subsequently 
changes, an opportunity to seek an 
appropriate downward revision should 
be available. In addition, several 
commenters suggested that downward 
revisions be allowed where there are 
substantial changes in the applicant's 
circumstances. 

Aicer considering these comments, 
EPA believes that there are sound 
reasons why all existing applicants 
might have been discouraged from 
proposing only primary treatment. 
Consequently, EPA agrees it would be 
inequitable not to allow all existing 
applicants to revise their applications in 
light of the unforeseen changes resulting 
from the NRDC v. EPA decision and the 
statutory amendments. EPA therefore is 
eliminating the restrictions on 
downward revisions by existing 
applicants. Because of this change, EPA 
is also deleting proposed § 125.58(n), 
which defined the term “primary 
treatment.” A definition for this term is 
no longer necessary in light of the 
elimination of the restrictions on 
revisions by existing applicants. 

Similarly, when there are substantial 
changes in circumstances beyond the 
applicant's control following application 
submission (eg., changes in State or 
Federal law, significant changes in 
receiving water characteristics, 
decreased pollutant discharges by other 
sources), EPA believes new applicants 
should also be allowed to request 
downward revisions of their proposed 
treatment levels. This approach would 
continue to assure protection of the 
environment since any applicant seeking 
a downward revision must still 
demonstrate that the lower treatment 
levels will meet the 301(h) criteria. Such 
an approach also serves to better 
implement the intent of section 301(h) by 
avoiding treatment beyond those levels 
actually needed to protect the 
environment. See, H.R. Rept. 207, 97th 
Cong., 1st Sess. at 18 (1981). EPA has 
therefore changed proposed § 125.59(d) 
to allow downward revisions by new 
applicants in such cases. 

In summary, under final § 125.59(d), 
existing applicants under the 1979 
Regulations and new applicants under 
these amended 301(h) regulations may 
avail themselves of a one-time 
opportunity to revise their application 
upwards or downwards. See, final 
§§ 125.59(d) (1) and (2). Because 
requests for revisions may potentially 
extended the 301(h) review process and 
will require additional effort to review, 
final § 125.59(d)(2) requires new 


applicants to demonstrate that their 
proposed downward revision is a result 
of substantial changes in circumstances 
beyond the applicant's control. New 
applicants under these amended 
regulations may proposed any treatment 
level (including no treatment) in their 
original applications. Accordingly, new 
applicants must show they meet the 
substantially changed circumstances 
test to justify a request for downward 
revision in order to avoid unwarranted 
revisions and minimize delays in 
meeting the requirements of the CWA. 
However, because existing applicants 
have been substantially affected by the 
NRDC v. EPA decision and statutory 
amendments, EPA believes that they 
have already met the substantially 
changed circumstances test as a group 
and thus should not be required to 
further justify their individual request 
for downward revisions. 

Another commenter suggested that 
EPA provide a mechanism to allow 
applicants to update their applications 
without resorting to formal permit 
revisions. This commenter believed that 
as a result of the time spent in Agency 
review of the applications the data and 
assumptions in the original application 
might no longer be applicable at the time 
a tentative decision is announced. 

As discussed above, because 
revisions to proposed treatment levels 
will require a reanalysis by EPA to 
determine compliance with the 301(h) 
criteria, such revisions can result in 
disruptions to the review process and 
attendant delays in compliance with the 
CWA. In addition, in order to assess 
compliance with the 301(h) criteria, EPA 
must have a specific proposal to 
evaluate (see, § 125.61(e)(1)); submission 
of multiple options or revisions can 
create confusion as to what the 
applicant is actually proposing. 
Accordingly, EPA does not agree that 
revisions to applications should be 
allowed on an informal basis, and will 
continue to require compliance with the 
formal procedures contained in 
§ 125.59(e)(2). 

However, EPA is changing § 125.59 (d) 
and (e) to allow an opportunity to 
request revisions to treatment levels 
prior to the tentative decision. Limiting 
the opportunity to seek revisions only 
after issuance of tentative decision 
and draft permit could be 
disadvantageous in cases where 
applicants are authorized or requested 
under § 125.59(f) to collect substantial 
additional data. Such additional data 
collection niay yield information that 
could substantially influence the 
validity of proposed treatment levels 
and outfall location and design. Thus, it 
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would be advantageous for such 
applicants to have an opportunity to 
revise their applications consistent with 
the results of additional data collected 
before EPA makes its decision. This 
approach will allow EPA to base its 
decision on an up-to-date application. 
Because EPA normally would not 
review such applications until the 
additional data are submitted, allowing 
application revisions concurrent with 
the data submission would not result in 
any additional outlays. EPA therefore 
has modified proposed § 125.59(d) and 
(e) to allow applicants who have been 
authorized or requested to submit 
substantial additional data under 

§ 125.59(f) to submit a revised 
application concurrent with the 
submittal of the additional data. See, 
final §§ 125.59(d)(3) and 125.59(e)(2)(ii). 
Applicants making such revisions may 
still take advantage of the one-time 
opportunity to revise their application 
following EPA's tentative decision on 
their application. 

Finally, EPA is revising proposed 
§ 125.59(e)(2)(i) which dealt with the 
timing for submitting revisions to 
applications. As proposed, this section 
did not address the deadline for 
revisions by applicants who have 
already received tentative decisions on 
their original applications. Final 
§ 125.59(e)(2)(i)(B) now provides that 
applicants who have already received a 
tentative decision must submit the 
revision within one year of promulgation 
of these regulations. 

B. Categorization of Applicants by 
Size. Proposed §125.58(c) divided 
applicants into “large” and “small” 
categories. Under the proposed 
regulations, small applicants were 
provided with a simplified application 
questionnaire and given added 
flexibility in designing monitoring and 
toxic control programs. See, 47 FR 
24922-3. This approach was based on 
EPA's experience in implementing the 
section 301(h) program which indicated 
that smaller discharges generally have 
minimal impacts on the marine 
environment and therefore pose a lower 
environmental risk then larger 
discharges. See, Technical Support 
Document, Chapter I. Under proposed 
§ 125.58(c), small applicants were 
defined as having POTW contributing 
populations of less than 50,000 and total 
discharge design flows of less than 5.0 
million gallons per day (mgd). 
Conversely, large applicants were 
defined as having contributing 
populations equal to or greater than 
50,000 or total discharge design flows of 
5.0 mgd or more. 
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The comments received generally 
supported distinguishing between large 
and small applicants; however, several 
commenters questioned the definition of 
“small applicant.” Some suggested that 
the proposed definition of “small 
applicant” could be too restrictive, 
pointing to instances where POTWs 
with contributing populations of less 
than 50,000 have flows above 5.0 mgd 
due to large amounts of infiltration/ 
inflow during wet weather periods. 
(Infiltration is water that enters the 
sewer system from the ground through 
such means as defective pipes, pipe 
joints, connections, or manholes. Inflow 
is wate that enters a sewer system from 
sources such as roof leaders, cellar 
drains, yard drains, area drains, drains 
from springs and swamps, manhole 
covers, cross connections with storm 
sewers, etc. See, 40 CFR 35.2005). Other 
comments suggested that, instead of 
total discharge design flows, EPA should 
base the small applicant flow limitation 
on average annual flow, average dry 
weather flow, or maximum dry weather 
flow. Some of the comments indicated 
that use of the term total discharge 
design flow was confusing and should 
be clarified. 

Because infiltration/inflow typically 
contains low concentrations of 
pollutants, EPA agrees that the flow 
limitation portion of the definition 
shouid be changed to take this fact into 
account. This has been done in final 
§ 125.58(c) by substituting the term 
“average dry weather flow” for the term 
“total discharge design flow.” By using 
dry weather flows, the final definition 
largely discounts infiltration/inflow 
since the occurrence of significant 
infiltration/inflow is usually associated 
with wet weather periods. As described 
in the final definition, the term average 
dry weather flow means the average 
daily total discharge flow during the 
maximum month of the dry weather 
season. In order to clarify the time frame 
on which the population and flow 
limitations are based, final § 125.58(c) 
now provides that the contributing 
population and dry weather flows 
projected for the end of the five year 
permit term are to be the basis for 
determining applicant categories. The 
application questionnaires have been 
appropriately modified to reflect this 
change in the definition of small and 
large applicants. 

One commenter suggested that the 
distinction between small and large 
applications (proposed § 125.58(c)) 
should be based on equivalent 
population rather than actual 
population. This commenter referenced 
high dry weather infiltration/inflow (as 


opposed to wet weather) and large 
industrial contributions as two sources 
of excessive POTW flows. Presumably, 
this commenter believed a distinction 
based on equivalent population would 
discount these two sources. However, 
EPA does not believe the definition . 
should be changed to discount these 
sources. Unlike wet weather infiltration/ 
inflow, it is very difficult io estimate 
accurately dry weather infiltration/ 
inflow effects on measured POTW 
flows. Also, EPA does not believe that 
POTWs that exceed 5.0 mgd because of 
large industrial users should be 
classified as small POTWs because of 
the potential for high pollutant mass 
loadings from such industries. 

A few commenters suggested that the 
definition of small applicant was 
arbitrary and that the flow limits for 
small applicants be increased from 5.0 
mgd up to the 15 to 25 mgd range. One of 
these comments pointed out that 16 mgd 
had been used by EPA as a reference 
size to establish review priorities for 
existing applicants. EPA does not agree 
that the definition of small applicants 
should be changed to reflect these 
comments. 

Although 16 mgd was used to set 
priorities for reviewing the existing 
301(h) applications, this number was 
based upon consideration of the number 
of existing applications, available 
review resources, and Agency priorities. 
Such circumstances are not relevant to 
establishment of regulatory 
requirements designed to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of 
section 301(h). EPA has selected the 5.0 
mgd flow based on consistency with 
other relevant statutes and regulations 
and the fact that larger dischargers pose 
a proportionately larger risk to the 
environment and should therefore 
provide more information to 
demonstrate compliance with the 301(h) 
criteria. See, 47 FR 24922. 

No significant industrial sources were 
identified in the applications for POTWs 
less than 5.0 mgd among the 70 existing 
301(h) applications. Based on its 
experience with the 301(h) program, EPA 
believes that this 5.0 mgd figure is a 
reasonable point at which to 
differentiate between large and small 
applicants. In contrast, the comments 
suggesting higher flow rates only stated 
a general preference. The comments did 
not explain why such higher rates would 
pose a sufficiently low risk to the marine 
environment to justify reduced 
application requirements. Moreover, as 
explained below, the data support 
requirements within the large applicant 
category are flexible enough to 
accommodate the range in POTW sizes 


in the large applicant category. Thus, in 
the absence of any better alternative, 
EPA is retaining the 5.0 mgd number in 
its definition. 

Other comments suggested that EPA 
create additional categories of 
applicants. One commenter suggested a 
category for applicants in the 5 to 25 
mgd range; another suggested a category 
for very small communities with 
populations of 1,000 to 1,500 people. EPA 
believes the application requirements 
established for small applicants 
represent the minimal requirements 
necessary to demonstrate compliance 
with the 301(h) criteria, even for very 
small communities. Creation of 
additional categories of applicants, each 
with its own questionnaires and 
requirements, would add unwarranted 
confusion and complexity to the 
regulations. EPA therefore has rejected 
these comments. 

Other commenters suggested that the 
flexibility made available to small 
applicants also apply to large applicants 
who demonstrate their discharge 
characteristics are similar to those of 
small applicants. EPA believes it has 
already provided large applicants with 
sufficient flexibility to take into account 
varying individual circumstances within 
their class. Although all large applicants 
must utilize the large applicant 
questionnaire, the nature and extent of 
data required to respond to the 
questionnaire will necessarily depend 
on the size of the discharge, effluent 
characteristics, and, as discussed 
immediately below, the nature of the 
receiving waters. For example, EPA 
would not expect a medium sized 
POTW discharging low levels of toxics 
to well mixed ocean waters to supply as 
much data as a larger POTW 
discharging substantial toxics to 
estuarine waters or near sensitive 
biological habitats. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the impacts of a discharge are governed 
by not only the size of the discharge, but 
also by the nature of the receiving 
waters. This factor has already been 
taken into account under these 
regulations. See e.g., § 125.61(c)(4). In 
addition, as pointed out in the preamble 
to the proposed regulations at 47 FR 
29222 and in the proposed small 
applicant questionnaire, small 
applicants discharging into waters with 
poor dispersion and transport 
characteristics near distinctive and/or 
susceptible biological habitats, or with 
substantial quantities of toxics may 
need to provide additional field data. In 
order to clarify this point, the 
introduction to the small applicant 
questionnaire has been modified to 
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direct small applicants who need 
additional field data to the relevant 
sections of the large applicant 
questionnaire. Similarly, data support - 
requirements for large applicants will 
depend in part on the characteristics of 
the affected receiving water and its 
biological communities. Accordingly, the 
nature of the receiving waters is already 
a factor taken into consideration. 


IV. Other Issues and Changes 


A. Definitions § 125.58. One 
commenter suggested that the balanced 
indigenous population (BIP) definition in 
proposed § 125.58(f) was unclear and 
should be deleted. However, the 
commenter then went on to offer a 
substitute definition that is very similar 
to EPA's definition. The BIP definition in 
§ 125.58(f) is unchanged from the 1979 
Regulations (see, 44 FR 34802-3), and 
EPA's experience indicates that the 
definition has not been confusing to 
applicants. Because this was the only 
public comment on the clarity of the BIP 
definition and because the commenter’s 
suggested definition is similar to that 
already used, EPA has decided to retain 
the existing definition. 

Another commenter stated that EPA’s 
definition of pesticides (§ 125.58(m)) is 
extremely limited and should be revised. 
This definition is unchanged from the 
1979 Regulations. EPA agrees that the 
list of pesticides in § 125.58{m) is 
limited. However, this is because most 
pesticides of concern are already 
included in the definition of toxic 
pollutants. Seé, final § 125.58(u). The 
definition of pesticides thus is intended* 
to supplement the definition of toxic 
pollutants, not to serve as a 
comprehensive list of pesticides of 
concern under section 301(h). 
Accordingly, no change is warranted. 

Two comments were received on 
proposed § 125.58(r) (final § 125.58(q)) 
which defines saline estuarine waters. 
Both of these comments questioned the 
25 parts per thousand (ppt) salinity 
concentration used in the definition. 
This definition was unchanged from the 
1979 Regulations and, as explained in 
the preamble to those regulations (44 FR 
34795), is fully consistent.with the 
statute and legislative history. 
Accordingly, EPA is not changing the 
definition. It should be noted, however, 
that 25 ppt is used as a general test in 
final § 125.58(q) and the failure of the 
receiving water to meet this salinity 
concentration does not absolutely 
preclude eligibility for consideration 
under section 301(h). However, where 
salinities fall significantly below this 
concentration, applicants should be 
careful to document that the waters into 
which they discharge meet the other 


requirements of final § 125.58(q), i.e., 
free connection to the territorial sea and 
net seaward exchange with ocean 
waters. 

Two commenters believed that most 
applicants would probably calculate/ 
describe zones of initial dilution (ZID) 
larger than suggested by EPA’s 
definition (proposed § 125.58(x), final 
§ 125.58(w)). They requested that the 
301(h) regulations provide more details 
regarding acceptable ZID sizes. The 
definition of the ZID already establishes 
the maximum permissible size of the 
ZID as the mixing zone restrictions 
allowed by applicable water quality 
standards. In addition, guidance on how 
to calculate the ZID size is provided in 
the Technical Support Document. 
Therefore, EPA does not believe a 
change is necessary. 

B. General Sibctianaiala (§ 125.59). 
One commenter expressed opposition to 
proposed § 125.59(e)(3) and related 
provisions which call for applicants to 
obtain State determinations on whether 
proposed discharges will comply with 
State laws or will cause additional 
treatment requirements for other point 
and nonpoint sources. This commenter 
suggested that this was a de facto 
delegation of 301(h) decisionmaking to 
the State and also was concerned that 
negative State determinations would 
preclude public comment on the 
applications. Finally, this commenter 
expressed concern over the resource 
burden being shifted to the States with 
the State determination requirement. On 
the other hand, another commenter 
urged that the States make the decision 
on which communities qualify for 301(h) 
variances and éstablish the 
requirements for obtaining such 
variances. 

Section 301(h) provides that 301(h) 
variances are to be issued by EPA. In 
addition, prior to amending section 
301(h) (Pub. L. 97-117), Congress had 
considered but rejected the approach of 
providing for the issuance of 301(h) 
variances by the States (see, H.R. 4503, 
97th Cong., 1st Sess., as introduced 
September 16, 1981). Accordingly, the 
issuance of section 301(h) variances 
cannot be delegated to the States and 
EPA must reject the comment suggesting 
that States make the 301(h) decision. 

However, section 301(h) does require 
State concurrence in approval of a 
variance, thus effectively providing 
States with a veto power over the 
issuance of 301(h) variances. Because 
proposed § 125.59(e)(3) implements a 
statutory requirement existing under 
section 301(h), it in no sense represents 
a de facto delegation of 301(h) 
decisionmaking authority to the States. 
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Rather, a negative State determination 
under § 125.59(e)(3) signifies that the 
State will not concur in approval of a 
301(h) variance, thus precluding EPA 
from approving the applications and 
making further EPA review unnecessary. 
With regard to concerns about the 
opportunity for public comment, in cases 
where the State’s determination is 
negative, EPA will deny the-affected 
applications without further review. 


- Although public hearings would thus be 


unavailable in an EPA forum, challenges 
to, or comment on, adverse State 
determinations still would be available 
in State forums to the extent provided 
for in State law. See, 40 CFR 124.54(c) 
and 124.55(e). Accordingly, States are 
free to allow for public comment or 
hearings on their determinations if they 
so choose. 

EPA also does not agree that an early 
State determination imposes an 
unwarranted burden on the State. Since 
the States possess an effective veto over 
section 301(h) modified permits, it is 
important for EPA to know the State's 
determination prior to committing the 
substantial resources necessary to 
review all the technical aspects of an - 
application which the State might 
ultimately disapprove. EPA has also 
found that some State requirements are 
written in qualitative terms or may be 
subject to differing interpretations. 
Because the States possess the 
experience and expertise in evaluating 
compliance with such requirements, it 
would be useful to have their 
interpretation prior to EPA review. EPA 
has drafted § 125.59(e)(3) to obtain the 
benefits of an early State determination 
while at the same time limiting the 
burden being p!aced on the State. Rather 
then seeking an early State 
determination on all the 301(h) criteria, 
§ 125.59(e)(3) calls for a State 
determination on matters of State law 
and impacts on other sources. These are 
areas within State expertise, and the 
State may await EPA’s tentative 
decision prior to taking its ultimate 
position on whether the other 301(h) 
criteria are satisfied. See, 47 FR 24922. 
Accordingly, § 125.59(e)(3) does not 
place an unwarranted burden on the 
State. 

Two commenters questioned how the 
State would make its determination in 
cases where the application does not 
contain sufficient information. In such 
cases, the State should contact EPA to 
identify the needed information and 
request an extension to the 90 day 
deadline for State determinations as 
provided for in § 125.59(e)(3). While the 
State could request needed information 
directly from the applicant, EPA 
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believes the preferable course of action 
would be:to have the State and EPA 
cooperate in jointly developing such 
requests. Although EPA will not review 
the merits of an application prior to 
receiving a favorable State 
determination, in cases where the State 
identifies deficiencies in the application 
which preclude an early State 
determination, EPA would examine the 
application to determine, in cooperation 
with the States, what additional 
information is needed. EPA believes 
such State/EPA cooperation will 
minimize the potential burden on the 
applicants, States, and EPA. In light of 
these facts and circumstances, EPA is 
-retaining the requirement for an early 
State determination as described in 
§ 125.59(e)(3). 

Because EPA is delegating 301(h) 
decisionmaking authority to its Regional 
offices, § 125.59(e) has been 
appropriately modified to provide for 
submission of applications, revisions, 
and State determinations to the 
appropriate Regional Administrator. 

C. Existence of and Compliance with 
Applicable Water Quality Standards 
(§ 125.60). Proposed § 125.58(w) (final 
§ 125.58(v)) defines water quality 
standards as those water quality 
standards which have been approved, 
left in effect, or promulgated under 
section 303 of the Clean Water Act. 
Although final § 125.58(v) amends the 
definition of water quality standards in 
the 1979 Regulations to delete reference 
to the word “state”, the term “water 
quality standards” still refers only to 
water quality standards adopted, 
promulgated, or {eft in effet under 
section 303. See, 47 FR 24924. 

One commenter believed that the Act 
does not authorize or contemplate the 
application of water quality standards 
to receiving waters beyond the 
territorial sea (i.e., beyond the three mile 
limit), pointing to the results in PLF v. 
Costle, 586 F.2d 650 (9th Cir., 1978), 
reversed on other grounds, Costle v. 
PLF, 445 U.S. 198 (1980). This commenter 
recommended that EPA establish the 
section 403(c) ocean discharge criteria of 
the Clean Water Act and its 
implementing regulations as the 
applicable water quality standards for 
301(h) discharges beyond the territorial 
sea. 

EPA addressed this comment in the 
preamble to the 1979 Regulations and 
sees no need to address it again. The 
approach to water quality standards in 
both the 1979 Regulations and these 
final amendments is based on the 
statute, relevant case law, and 
legislative history. As previously 
explained in the 1979 Regulations’ 
preamble (44 FR 34798-9), the definition 


is necessary to resolve an inconsistency 
in the statute which would otherwise 
preclude issuance of 301(h) variances for 
discharges beyond the territorial seas. 
Moreover, Congress in amending section 
301(h) (Pub. L. 97-117) did not change 
the approach taken by EPA to resolve 
this inconsistency. 

This same commenter also indicated 
that EPA has not identified water 
quality standards applicable to the 
contiguous zone for purposes of section 
301(h) as required by section 304(a)(6). 
As the 1979 Regulations’ preamble 
stated, a list of marine water quality 
standards has been published by EPA 
(see, 43 FR 13914, April 3, 1978). EPA has 
now updated the list of marine water 
quality standards which may be 
obtained by contacting EPA at the 
address given above. 

Another commenter suggested that 
section 125.60 should include reference 
to water quality standards for fecal 
coliforms. This issue has already been 
addressed by the 1979 Regulations. See. 
44 FR 34799. Section 125.60 refers only to 
those pollutants which are governed by 
secondary treatment limitations and for 
which a modified permit is requested. 
See, section 301(h)(1). Thus, fecal 
coliforms are not covered by § 125.60 
since they are not regulated under the 
secondary treatment requirements of 
section 301(b)(1)(B). The requirement to 
meet water quality standards exists in 
section 301(b)(1)(C) of the Act and is 
addressed in the Consolidated Permit 
Regulations at 40 CFR 122.62(d). Because 
section 301(h) variances apply only to 
Federal secondary treatment 
requirements under section 301(b)(1)(B), 
recipients of 301(h) variances must still 
comply with section 301(b)(1)(C). 
Specific provisions in these regulations 
to require compliance with fecal 
coliforms standards are therefore 
unnecessary. In addition, because fecal 
coliforms can indicate the potential for 
impacts on recreational activities and 
shellfishing, applicants should discuss 
fecal coliforms in demonstrating their 
compliance with § 125.61 and section 
301(h)(2) of the statute. To clarify this 
point EPA has reworded the application 
questionnaires to require a-discussion of 
fecal coliforms. See, small applicant 
questionnaire, II. B. 4. a.; Hl. E. 2.; large 
applicant questionnaire, II. B. 5. a.; Ill. E. 
2 


D. Attainment or maintenance of 
water quality which assures protection 
of public water supplies, a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish , 
and wildlife and recreational activities 
in and on the water (§ 125.61). Two 
commenters recommended that the 
regulations provide specifically for 
protection of commercial shellfish and 
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aquaculture indystries, expressing 
concern that protection of a balanced 
indigenous population (BIP) may not be 
enough to protect such activities. In fact, 
several of the analyses required by 

§ 125.60 and 125.61 address compliance 
with water quality standards, dilution, 
dispersion, and transport 
characteristics, maintenance of a BIP, 
toxics occurrence and bioaccumulation, 
and recreational restrictions. Such 
factors are all relevant to the evaluation 
of the potential impacts of a proposed 
discharge on commercial shellfish and 
aquaculture industries. Additionally, the 
States have two opportunities under 
these regulations to register concern 
over commercial shellfish and 
aquaculture industries: (1) With their 
determination on application 
compliance with State laws under 

§ 125.59(e) (3) and (2) through their 
concurrence/nonconcurrence in EPA's 
approval of a variance. Thus, EPA 
believes adequate safeguards already 
exist and that additional regulatory 
provisions are unnecessary. 

One commenter requested 
clarification as to how applicants 
proposing reduced treatment levels {i.e., 
“altered discharges” see, § 125.58(b)) 
must demonstrate compliance with the 
301(h) criteria. Final §§ 125.61(e)(1) 
through 125.61(e)(4) apply to altered 
discharges and remain unchanged from 
the proposed regulations. These 
provisions indicate that applications 
based on altered discharges must (1) 
demonstrate that such alterations have 
been thoroughly planned, (2) include 
projected discharge flows and pollutant 
mass loadings for the altered discharge 
as well as for the existing discharge, (3) 
analyze whether the existing discharge 
complies with §§ 125.61(a) through 
125.61(d), and (4) analyze how the 
altered discharge will comply with 
§ § 125.61(a) through 125.61(d). For 
example, applicants proposing altered 
discharges must discuss whether the BIP 
requirements are met for the existing 
discharge and show that the altered 
discharge will provide for protection 
and propagation of a BIP. Data will be 
needed to analyze the existing 
discharge’s compliance with §§ 125.61(a) 
through 125.61(d). Predictive analyses 
will then be necessary to demonstrate 
that the altered discharge will also 
comply with §§ 125.61(a) through 
125.61(d). 

E. Establishment of a monitoring 
program (§ 125.62). Sections 125.62(b), 
(c), and (d) set forth monitoring 
requirements and state that the specific 
biological, water quality, and effluent 
monitoring program requirements are to 
be implemented to the extent 
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practicable. These requirements allow 
greater flexibility than the 1979 

’ Regulations, est ocially for biological 
monitoring by small applicants. See, 
§ 125.62(b)(2). Two commenters 
recommended that these new provisions 
be applied to existing applicants as well 
as new applicants. Since no final 301(h) 
modified NPDES permits have been 
issued, EPA will apply all provisions of 
the amended regulations to existing 
applicants, including those that have 
already received tentative decisions 
approving 301(h) variances. 

Tentative decisions issued to date 
have required revisions to the 
monitoring programs proposed by the 
applicants. EPA evaluated the proposed 
monitoring programs against the 1979 
regulatory requirements and required 
monitoring program revisions on the 
basis of essential data needs, climate, 
oceanographic characteristics, and 
practicability. EPA believes that the 
monitoring program revisions required 
by the tentative decisions are 
practicable and necessary to adequately 
monitor impacts of the modified 
discharges both under the standards of 
the 1979 Regulations and today's 
amendments. Therefore, those 
applicants that have already received 
tentative decisions approving 301(h) 
variances must be prepared to show that 
the required monitoring program 
révisions are impracticable in order to 
justify reductions in the monitoring 
requirements. 

Another commenter was concerned 
that the requirement in proposed 
§ 125.62(b)}(1){i) for periodic biological 
surveys is vague and recommended that 
the regulations specify a minimum 
frequency for biologic=i monitoring. This 
commenter suggested annual surveys as 
a minimum frequency. EPA specified 
“periodic” biological surveys in 
proposed § 125.62(b)(1){i) so that the 
frequency of such surveys could be 
determined on a case by case basis. 
Biological surveys can be complex and 
time consuming. EPA's experience with 
the 301{h) program indicates that 
specifying a minimum frequency for 
biological surveys, such as once per 
year as this commenter suggested, could 
cause an unjustifiable hardship on some 
301(h) permittees with little of no 
expected benefits. This is especially true 
for small permittees that discharge to 
open coastal waters. In order to provide 
sufficient flexibility to respond to 
individual permittee circumstances and 
receiving water characteristics EPA is 
retaining the requirement for periodic 
biological surveys in final 
§ 125.62(b}(2}(l). However, EPA expects 
that most large permittees and some 


small permittees will, in fact, be 
required by their 301(h) modified 
permits to conduct at least annual 
biological surveys. 

Another commenter expressed 
concern that the periodic biological 
surveys requirement of proposed 
§ 125.62(b)(1)(i) did not appear to 
require periodic monitoring of baseline 
(i.e., control) stations or comparison of 
survey results for areas impacted by 
modified discharges with baseline data 
gathered during the periodic surveys. 
The need for baseline data is discussed 
in the Monitoring Guidance Document. 
However, EPA agrees that the proposed 
regulation should be clarified with 
regard to this issue and has reworded 
final § 125.62(b){1)(i) to expressly 
require periodic monitoring at baseline 
stations. 

One commenter suggested that the 
flexibility in monitoring provided for 
small applicants should be available to 
all applicants. Another commenter 
suggested the regulation did not allow 
for the establishment of monitoring 
requirements as a function of the degree 
of treatment. An additional commenter 
suggested monitoring requirements 
should be a function of receiving water 
characteristics regardless of the size of 
the discharge. 

EPA believes that the regulations 
already adequately respond to the 
concerns of these commenters. Section 
125.62{a){1}{iv) provides that the 
frequency and extent of all monitoring 
must take into account the rate of 
discharge, quantities of toxic pollutants, 
and potentially significant impacts on 
the receiving waters. Accordingly, 
applicants with higher levels of 
treatment and/or with low levels of 
toxics in their discharge would not be 
expected to conduct as extensive a 
monitoring program as applicants with 
lower treatment levels and/or higher 
levels of toxics. Similarly, dischargers to 
sensitive receiving waters such as saline 
estuaries or near sensitive biological 
habitats would be expected to conduct 
more extensive monitoring than 
dischargers to open coastal waters 
without sensitive biological habitats. 

In addition to considering the nature 
of the discharge and the characteristics 
of the receiving water and its biological 
communities, EPA will also consider 
whether monitoring is practicable. 
Factors which would be considered in 
determining practicability would include 
the difficulty of monitoring due to harsh 
climate or phic characteristics 
as well as the resources and level of 
expertise available to the applicant. 
Because large applicants generally pose 
a greater risk to the environment and 
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also have greater resources at their 
disposal, the regulations include more 
specific monitoring requirements in 

§ 125.62(b) for large applicants than for 
small applicants. However, under the 
amended regulations, where large 
applicants can show certain 
requirements are impracticable based 
on factors such as those discussed 
above, such applicants may be excused 
from those specific requirements. 
Therefore, the regulations already 
provide large applicants sufficient 
flexibility in the design of their 301(h) 
monitoring programs. 

One commenter was concerned that 
301(h) modified permits may include 
excessively detailed monitoring program ~ 
requirements. In order to assure that 
monitoring requirements are carried out, 
EPA will continue to include specific 
monitoring program requirements in 
301(h) modified permits. See, 40 CFR 
122.13(a). However, the degree of detail 
specified in the permit will be 
determined by the permit writer on a 
case-by-case basis takiag into account 
the complexity of the necessary 
monitoging. 

Finally, EPA has discovered an error 
in proposed § 125.62(b)(3)(iii)(B). That 
section inadvertently contained a cross- 
reference to § 125.61(c)(1). The correct 
cross-reference should have been to 
§ 125.61[{c) and this error has been 
corrected in the final regulation. 

F. Effect of discharge on other point 
and nonpoint sources (§ 125.63). One 
commenter suggested that the 301(h) 
regulations should allow for additional 
point or nonpoint source pollution 
control requirements if such 
requirements are cost-effective and 
agreeable to all parties. Section 301(h)(5) 
specifically prohibits modified 
discharges from causing additional 
requirements on any other point or 
nonpoint sources. In the absence of a 
specific proposal, it is not possible to 
evaluate whether a mutual agreement 
among various sources would be 
feasible or consistent with this statutory 
provision. EPA believes that the 
regulations as drafted do not impose 
restrictions beyond those in the statute. 
Accordingly, to the extent that such an 
agreement is allowable under the 
statute, it would also be allowable 
under these regulations. Therefore, 
regulatory changes to accommodate 
such potential agreements are 
unnecessary. 

G. Toxics control program (§125.64). 

Proposed § 125.64(a}(1) required 
chemical analysis of current discharges 
for all toxic pollutants and pesticides. A 
number of comments were received on 
the toxics analysis requirements of 
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proposed § 125.64(a). One commenter 
recommended that the regulations 
require toxics analyses of sludge 
samples. The commenter was concerned 
that potentially harmful toxics in 301(h) 
discharges may go undetected because 
they occur at concentrations in the 
effluent below detection limits. Such 
toxics may concentrate in sludge solids 
to detectable levels and, consequently, 
the commenter suggested that sludge 
samples should be analyzed for toxics. 

EPA agrees that toxic pollutants may 
concentrate in sludge solids to some 
extent. However, section 301(h) 
prohibits the discharge of sludge. Thus, 
unless toxic pollutant concentrations are 
at detectable levels in the effluent or 
there is some other reason to suspect a 
problem exists, analysis of sludge 
samples would be of little value in 
evaluating 301(h) applications. 
Moreover, the presence of toxic 
pollutants in residual sludge does not 
necessarily mean that the same 
pollutants will be present in the effluent. 
Finally, although sludge sample toxic 
analyses could be useful for evaluating 
alternatives for sludge disposal, such 
evaluations are not directly related to 
the purpose of section 301(h) and 
therefore should not be included as an 
application requirement. Therefore, EPA 
concludes that a requirement under 
section 301(h) for sludge toxics analysis 
is not justified. 

Several commenters suggested that 
the exemption of small applicants that 
certify no known or suspected sources 
of toxic pollutants or pesticides from the 
requirement for toxics analysis of 
current discharges (proposed 
§ 125.64(a)(2)) is unjustified and should 
be eliminated. 

As explained in the preamble to the 
proposed 301(h) amendments (47 FR 
24923), EPA's experience with the 
section 301(h) program indicates that the 
risk of toxic pollutants and pesticides 
creating environmental problems is very 
low for small applicants without known 
or suspected sources of toxic pollutants. 
Therefore, EPA continues to believe that 
an exemption from the toxic chemical 
analysis requirement for such small 
applicants is appropriate. However, to 
assure that requests for exemptions are 
fully supported, EPA has added a 
requirement to final § 125.64(a)(2) that 
small applicants seeking an exemption 
from the toxic chemical analysis 
requirement must document their 
certification of no known or suspected 
toxic sources with an industrial user 
inventory as described by EPA's general 
pretreatment regulations (40 CFR 
403.8(f)(2)). 

These commenters also apparently 
misinterpreted the stope of this 


exemption, believing that a permanent 
exemption from effluent toxics 
monitoring was provided. However, 

§ 125.62(d) requires a// 301(h) permittees 
to analyze their effluents for toxic 
substances, to the extent practicable, as 
a part of their effluent monitoring 
programs. 

One of these commenters mistakenly 
concluded that the proposed toxics 
chemical analysis exemption for small 
applicants is based on acceptable toxic 
chemical mass emission rates below 
which analyzing or monitoring for toxic 
pollutants is not required. The 
commenter then concluded that the 
proposed regulation requires monitoring 
by large applicants for toxic pollutants 
even though concentrations may be less 
than the detection limit of ten parts per 
billion. Finally, the commenter argued 
that the acceptable mass emission rate 
test should apply to large applicants as 
well as small applicants. 

No specific threshold or maximum 
acceptable mass emission rate for toxic 
pollutants in POTW effluents has been 
established. The exemption in 
§ 125.64(a)(2) addresses only the 
reasonableness of a particular 
application requirement for small 
applicants. For large applicants, EPA 
cannot reasonably conclude that toxic 
pollutants are likely to be discharged 
only in very small quantities or that the 
environmental risk from toxic pollutant 
discharges is likely to be very small. 
Therefore, proposed § 125.64(a) requires 
all large applicants and small applicants 
with toxic pollutant sources to submit 
toxic pollutant analyses with their 
applications. Further, EPA emphasizes 
that no applicants are exempt from the 
requirement for toxic pollutant analyses, 
to the extent practicable, in their 
proposed effluent monitoring programs. 
See, § 125.62(d). 

One commenter interpreted the 
compliance schedule requirement of 
proposed § 125.64(c)(1) as being 
inconsistent with State development of 
pretreatment programs under 40 CFR 
Part 463. Section 125.64(c)(1) provides 
that an applicant shall have or develop 
an industrial pretreatment program by 
July 1, 1983, or the date established in its 
NPDES permit whichever date is earlier. 
EPA believes there is enough flexibility 
in this provision for State development 
of pretreatment programs for local 
adoption and EPA approval under 40 
CFR Part 403 since the July 1, 1983, 
deadline in § 125.64(c)(1) comes from the 
General Pretreatment Regulations. See, 
40 CFR 403.8(b). However, to emphasize 
the consistency of this provision with 
the pretreatment regulations, EPA has 
made a minor adjustment to the wording 
of § 125.64(c)(1) and added a cross- 
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reference to the General Pretreatment 
Regulations. 

Another commenter observed that 
EPA's 1982 Clean Water Act amendment 
proposals provide for exemptions from 
pretreatment requirements if, among 
other things, the POTW is, and will be, 
in compliance with secondary treatment 
requirements (as may be modified by 
section 301(h)). The commenter was 
concerned that proposed § 125.64(c) may 
not be consistent with these proposed 
legislative amendments. These 
proposals do not have the force of law 
and § 125.64 is necessarily written to be 
consistent with the current provisions of 
the CWA. If legislative amendments 
related to pretreatment requirements or 
regulatory changes to 40 CFR Part 403 
occur, EPA will modify the 301(h) 
regulations accordingly. 

Other comments were received on the 
nonindustrial source control provisions 
of proposed § 125.64(d). One commenter 
suggested that public education 
programs required by proposed 
§ 125.64(d)(1) for nonindustrial toxics 
control may not be cost-effective and 
should be deleted from the 301(h) 
regulations. Although EPA believes 
many small applicants should be 
exempted from the requirement for 
developing and implementing extensive 
nonindustrial toxics source control 
programs, section 301(h)(6) of the Clean 
Water Act requires all applicants, to the 
extent practicable, to establish a 
schedule of activities for eliminating the 
entrance of nonindustrial toxic 
pollutants into their POTWs. EPA 
believes that public education programs 
represent an important first step in the 
nonindustrial control programs to be 
developed by large applicants and a 
reasonable way for small POTWs 
without serious toxic problems to meet 
their statutory obligation. Therefore, the 
final regulation still requires all 
applicants to submit a proposed public 
education program, including a schedule 
for implementation. To clarify that the 
public education programs are one 
element of nonindustrial source control 
programs, EPA has reworded 
§ 125.64(d)(2). 

Another commenter suggested that the 
exemption of small applicants (those 
that certify no known or suspected 
problems related to toxic pollutants or 
pesticides) from the substantial 
nonindustrial toxics control program 
development requirement (§125.64(d)(2)) 
seems arbitrary. As explained in the 
preamble to the proposed amendments 
(47 FR 24923), EPA believes that such 
small applicants present a very low risk 
to the environment due to nonindustrial 
toxics sources. The commenter 





suggested that small applicants in rural 
areas may have significant levels of 
pesticides in their POTW influents. 
However, if this were the case, the 
presence of significant amounts of 
pesticides would preclude the above 
mentioned certification and hence this 
exemption would not apply. EPA has 
reworded the small applicant 
questionnaire to emphasize that such 
applicants must provide data and a 
rationale which supports their 
certification of no known or suspected 
water quality, sediment accumulation or 
biological problems. Because large 
applicants are more likely to have 
significant amounts of toxics, they are 
all subject to additional, specific 
nonindustrial toxics control 
requirements. However, such additional 
controls are required “to the extent 
practicable,” thereby providing large 
applicants with flexibility in developing 
control programs. Determinations of 
whether specific additional controls are 
practicable would consider factors 
similar to those discussed in the 
monitoring section of this preamble. 
One commenter recommended that 
the regulations require a 12 month 
deadline for implementing nonindustrial 
toxics control programs as opposed to 
the “meaningless” earliest possible 
schedule requirements of proposed 
§ 125.64(d)(2). EPA has reconsidered its 
position and agrees that, in view of their 
importance, there should be a schedule 
for implementing nonindustrial toxics 
control programs. Under the 1979 
Regulations (former § 125.64(d)(1}{i)) the 
schedule of activities to implement 
nonindustrial source controls was to be 
implemented no later than 18 months 
after issuance of a section 301(h) 
modified permit. This time frame has 
been reinserted into § 125.64(d)}(3). In 
addition, because no time frame was 
established for implementing public 
education programs in the proposed 
regulations, this 18 montk time frame 
has also been inserted into 
§ 125.64(d)(1). Finally, to emphasize that 
this is an outside date for 
implementation, EPA has reworded 
§ 125.64(d)(4) to clarify that EPA may 
revise not only the control programs but 
also the schedules for such programs. 
H. Increase in effluent volume or 
amount of pollutants discharged 
(§ 125.65). One commenter interpreted 
proposed § 125.65 as including no 
provision for POTWs with separate 
sanitary and storm sewers that 
experience occasional overflows due to 
excessive infiltration/inflow. This 
commenter expressed concern over its 
eligibility for a 301(h) modification and 
recommended special provisions for 


such applications. EPA believes that 
special provisions are unnecessary. 
Municipalities that have separate sewer 
systems with substantial infiltration/ 
inflow problems are required by § 125.65 
to account for infiltration/inflow in their 
projections of proposed discharge flows 
and pollutant mass loadings so that 
evaluation of the application will 
consider the full range of flows are 
loadings. Such infiltration/inflow 
impacted discharges are eligible for a 
301(h) variance like any other di 

and similarly must comply with all of 
the 301(h) requirements. 

Another commenter was concerned 
about whether EPA intended to 
establish not-to-exceed flow 
requirements. Section 125.65 implements 
section 301{h}{7) and limits increases in 
pollutant discharges to the levels 
specified in section 301(h) modified 
permits. Flow limits are necessary 
because of the relationship between 
flows, mass loadings of pollutants, and 
initial dilutions achieved. Thus, 301(h) 
modified NPDES permits will set flow 
and mass loading limits based on the 
flows and loads submitted by the 
applicants. Such flow and load 
projections must include any 
infiltration/inflow and combined sewer 
flows that are discharged through the 
proposed outfall/ diffuser so that 
evaluation of the application will 
include the full range of expected flows 
and pollutant mass loadings. Authority 
already exists to include flow 
limitations in 301(h) modified permits so 
that further regulatory provisions are 
unnecessary. See e.g., 40 CFR 122.3 
(“effluent limitation”), 125.65 and 125.67. 

I. Application questionnaires. One 
commenter registered a concern that the 
simplified, generalized applicant 
questionnaires will result in confusion 
and delays as EPA Regions are forced to 
request additional clarifying information 
before tentative decisions can be 
finalized. EPA agrees that a greater 
potential for additional data requests 
may exist but believes that the 
advantages of the new questionnaires 
far outweigh this risk. Further, other 
comments received favored the 
simplified requirements. 

In addition to the changes made in 
response to comments as previously 
described in Section IV of the preamble, 
EPA's review of the proposed 
application questionnaires has revealed 
two other questions which should be 
changed to specify more accurately the 
information being sought. 

The first of these changes doses 
compliance with the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, the Marine Protection 
Research and Sanctuaries Act, and the 
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Endangered Species Act. The regulatory 
provision dealing with these statutes 
appears in § 125.59(b}(3). As explained 
in the ie to the proposed 
rephenudb (47 FR 24924), this section 
reflects a streamlining of former 
§ 125.59(b)(7) and did not contain any 
substantive change in the requirements. 
However, the proposed application 
questions relevant to these statutes did 
not contain specific details on the 
information which should be supplied to 
demonstrate compliance. Accordingly, 
in order to clarify this provision, EPA 
has reworded the questionnaires to 
provide more detail on the information 
to be supplied. This change is set forth 
in the final small and large application 
questionnaire at II. D. 3. EPA believes 
this clarification will facilitate 
application review and reduce requests 
for additional information related to 
these statutes. : 

The second of these changes affects 
only the large applicant questionnaire. 
Because oceanographic charts provide 
true, rather than magnetic, bearings EPA 
is substituting the term “true” for 
“compass” in the question relating to 
current directions. This change appears 
in the large applicant questionnaire at II. 

4. 


EPA has also deleted proposed 
question Ill. A. 4. from the large 
applicant questionnaire, which dealt 
with the supply of dilution water. This 
question is unnecessary in light of the 
proposed deletion of regulatory 
language regarding the supply of dilution 
water. See, 47 FR 24924. 

Finally, EPA has made a number of 
editorial changes. to the application 
questionnaires. These changes are 
intended to improve their organization 
and readability, and do not make 
substantive changes. 

J. Miscellaneous.—1. Delegation of 
301(h) decisionmaking authority. EPA 
explained in the preamble to the 
proposed amendments (47 FR 24925) 
that authority for 301(h) decisionmaking 
for certain applications would be 
delegated to the EPA Regional 
Administrators. One commenter 
recommended that tentative 
decisionmaking on existing larger 
applicants should be added to the 
delegation to the Regional 
Administrators. 

Evaluation of all existing, ianger 301(h) 
applications has already been 


' substantially completed. Because of the 


substantial review effort already 
invested in these larger applications and 
the need for continuity, EPA has elected 
to retain authority for these applications 
with the Administrator. However, as in 
the past, preparation of draft 301(h) 
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modified NPDES permits implementing 
decisions tentatively approving 301(h) 
variances for these existing larger 
applications will be the responsibility of 
the Regional Administrator. 

2. Smail applicant notification and 
assistance. One commenter suggested 
that EPA directly notify small applicants 
of the opportunity to request a 301(h) 
variance and further suggested EPA 
provide small communities with 
technical assistance in preparing their 
applications. 

EPA Regions have already been 
requested to contact the appropriate 
State agencies so that the States might 
develop a list of potential 301(h) 
applicants. Further, EPA Regions were 
subsequently provided with copies of 
the final and proposed amendments to 
the 301(h) regulations, the June 16, 1982, 
301(h) public meetings notice, and 
copies of the Technical Support 
Document and Monitoring Guidance for 
delivery to the States and ultimate 
distribution to potential applicants by 
the States. Accordingly, EPA has 
already taken extra steps to notify 
potential applicants directly, regardless 
of their size. 

The Technical Support Document was 
drafted to provide small applicants with 
detailed step-by-step advisory 
instructions on how to fill out the 
application questionnaires. In addition, 
the preamble to the proposed 
regulations (47 FR 24924) as well as the 
proposed application questionnaires 
encouraged applicants to consult with 
EPA prior to submitting their 
applications. Although application 
preparation remains the sole 
responsibility of the applicant, EPA 
again reiterates that applicants may 
consult with EPA prior to submitting an 
application. Such contacts should be 
directed to the appropriate EPA 
Regional office. Thus, EPA believes that 
an adequate communications and 
assistance effort has already been 
implemented for the benefit of potential 
applicants. 

3. Relative Impacts of Secondary and 
Less-Than-Secondary Effluents. One 
commenter recommended that the 301(h) 
regulations provide for evaluation of the 
relative environmental impacts of 
secondary treatment discharges and 
less-than-secondary treatment 
discharges. The commenter noted that 
the adverse impacts projected to result 
from an applicant's proposed discharge 
would result in denial of the variance 
request even though the adverse impacts 
might persist after upgrading to full 
secondary treatment. 

Section 301(h) requires a 
demonstration that the proposed 
discharge will protect the receiving 


water’s biological communities and 
beneficial uses. The statute does not 
authorize a comparison of the relative 
impacts of the proposed discharge and a 
full secondary treatment discharge in 
decision, making on a 301(h) variance. 
See, 44 FR 34803. Also, if projected 
adverse impacts persist at full 
secondary treatment levels, the 
appropriate conclusion is that more 
treatment may be necessary rather than 
less treatment. Accordingly, EPA cannot 
accommodate this comment. 

4. Overall Impacts of the 301(h) 
Regulation. Although several comments 
generally favored the proposed 301(h) 
regulations, two commenters believed 
that the 301(h) regulatory restrictions are 
an obstacle, not intended by Congress, 
to the realization of the benefits of 
301(h) and recommended deletion of all 
restrictive limitations. As explained in 
EPA's reply to PLF’s September 11, 1981, 
rulemaking petition, EPA believes that 
the regulations and applicant 
questionnaires are necessary to 
implement section 301(h) effectively. 
Additionally, the 1979 Regulations were 
challenged in Court and, with three 
exceptions, were found to implement the 
statute faithfully. Since the amended 
regulations are fully responsive to the 
results of the lawsuit and statutory 
amendments and are being simplified 
and clarified, EPA believes that these 
301(h) regulations represent a 
reasonable and equitable 
implementation of section 301(h). 


V. Compliance With Executive Order 
12291, Regulatory Flexibility Act, and 
Paperwork Reduction Act 


Under Executive Order 12291, EPA 
must judge whether a regulation is major 
and therefore subject to the 
requirements of a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis. Since these amendments do 
not cause cost or other adverse impacts 
as set forth in the Executive Order, they 
do not constitute a major regulation. 
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq., EPA must prepare a 
regulatory flexibility analysis for all 
regulations that may have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. These regulations simplify data 
requirements and reduce the cost 
burden for small applicants. Therefore, 
EPA concludes that the regulations will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities, and has not prepared a 
Regulatory Flexibility Act analysis. 

Information collection requirements 


- contained in the proposed regulations 


were submitted to OMB under 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. and 
were approved and assigned OMB 


control number 2000-0427. In 
accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, changes in the reporting 
and recordkeeping provisions from the 
proposed regulations have been 
submitted for approval to OMB under 
section 3504{h) of the Act. Those 
changes are not effective until OMB 
approval has been obtained. A notice of 
that approval will be published in the 
Federal Register. 


Lists of Subjects 
40 CFR Part 124 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Air pollution control, 
Hazardous materials, Waste treatment 
and disposal, Water pollution control, 
Water supply, Indians—lands. 


40 CFR Part 125 


Water pollution control, Waste 
treatment and disposal. 


Dated: November 16, 1982. 
John W. Hernandez, Jr. 
Acting Administrator. 


For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, Parts 124 and 125 of Title 4D 
of the Code of Federal Regulations are 
amended as set forth below. 


PART 125—CRITERIA AND 
STANDARDS FOR THE NATIONAL 
POLLUTANT DISCHARGE 
ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

40 CFR Part 125 is amended as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for 40 CFR 
Part 125, Subpart G reads as follows: 


Authority: Clean Water Act, Sections 301, 
304, 501, Pub. L. 92-500, 86 Stat. 816, as 
amended by, Pub. L. 95-217, 91 Stat. 1566, as 
amended by, Pub. L. 97-117, 95 Stat. 1623 (33 
U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1361). 


2. 40 CFR Part 125, Subpart G is 
revised to read as follows: 


Subpart G—Criteria for Modifying the 
Treatment Requirements Under 
Section 301(h) of the Clean Water Act 


Sec. 

125.56 Scope and purpose. 

125.57 Law governing issuance of a section 
301(h) modified permit. 

125.58 Definitions. 

125.59 General. 

125.60. Existence of and compliance with 
applicable water quality standards. 
125.61 Attainment or maintenance of water 
quality which assures protection of 

public water supplies, the protection and 
propagation of a balanced, indigenous 
population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, 
and allows recreational activities. 

125.62 Establishment of a monitoring 


program. 

125.63 Effect of discharge on other point and 
nonpoint sources. 

125.64 Toxics control program. 
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Sec. 

125.65 Increase in effluent volume or 
amount of pollutants discharged. 

125.66 [Reserved] 

125.67 Special conditions for section 301(h) 
modified permits. 

Appendix A—Small Applicant Questionnaire 
for Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements 

Appendix B—Large Applicant Questionnaire 
for Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements 


Subpart G—Criteria for Modifying the 
Secondary Treatment Requirements 
Under Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act 3 


§ 125.56 Scope and purpose. 

This Subpart establishes the criteria 
to be applied by EPA in acting on 
section 301(h) requests for modifications 
to the secondary treatment 
requirements. It also establishes special 
permit conditions which must be 
included in any permit incorporating a 
section 301(h) modification of the 
secondary treatment requirements. 
(“section 301(h) modified permit’). 


§ 125.57 Law governing issuance of a 
section 301(h) modified permit. 

(a) Section 301(h) of the Clean Water 
Act provides that: 


The Administrator, with the concurrence of 
the State, may issue a permit under section 
402 which modifies the requirements of 
subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section with 
respect to the discharge of any pollutant from 
a publicly owned treatment works into 
marine waters, if the applicant demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the Administrator that— 

(1) there is an applicable water quality 
standard specific to the pollutant for which 
the modification is requested, which has been 
identified under section 304(a)(6) of this Act; 

(2) such modified requirements will not 
interfere with the attainment or maintenance 
of that water quality which assures 
protection of public water supplies and the 
protection and propagation of a balanced, 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish and 
wildlife, and allows recreational activities, in 
and on the water; 

(3) the applicant has established a system 
for monitoring the impact of such discharge 
on a representative sample of aquatic biota, 
to the extent practicable; 

(4) such modified requirements will not 
result in any additional requirements on any 
other point or nonpoint source; 

(5) all applicable pretreatment 
requirements for sources introducing waste 
into such treatment works will be enforced; 

(6) to the extent practicable, the applicant 
has established a schedule of activities 
designed to eliminate the entrance of toxic 
pollutants from nonindustrial sources into 
such treatment works; 

(7) there will be no new or substantially 
increased discharges from the point source of 
the pollutant to which the modification 
applies above that volume of discharge 
specified in the permit. 

For the purposes of this subsection the 
phrase “the discharge of any pollutant into 


marine waters” refers to a discharge into 
deep waters of the territorial sea or the 
waters of the contiguous zone, or into saline 
estuarine waters where there is strong tidal 
movement and other hydrological and 
geological characteristics which the 
Administrator determines necessary to allow 
compliance with paragraph (2) of this 
subsection, and section 101(a)(2) of this Act. 
A municipality which applies secondary 
treatment shall be eligible to receive a permit 
pursuant to this subsection which modifies 
the requirements of subsection (b)(1)(B) of 
this section with respect to the discharge of 
any pollutant from any treatment works 
owned by such municipality into marine 
waters. No permit issued under this 
subsection shall authorize the discharge of 
sewage sludge into marine waters. 


(b) Section 301(j)(1) of the Clean 
Water Act provides that: 

Any application filed under this section for 
a modification of the provisions of— 

(A) subsection (b)(1)(B) under subsection 
(h) of this section shall be filed not later than 
the 365th day which begins after the date of 
enactment of the Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Construction Grant Amendments 
of 1981; 


(c) Section 22(e) of the Municipal 
Wastewater Treatment Construction 
Grant Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. 97- 
117, provides that: 

The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act, except that no applicant, other than 
the city of Avalon, California, who applies 
after the date of enactment of this Act for a 
permit pursuant to subsection (h) of section 
301 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act which modifies the requirements of 
subsection (b)(1)(B) of section 301 of such Act 
shall receive such permit during the one-year 
period which begins on the date of enactment 
of this Act. 


§ 125.58 Definitions. 

For the purpose of this subpart: 

(a) “Administrator” means the EPA 
Administrator or a person designated by 
the EPA Administrator. 

(b) “Altered discharge” means any 
discharge other than a current discharge 
or improved discharge, as defined in this 
regulation. 

(c) “Applicant” means an applicant 
for a section 301(h) modified permit. 
Large applicants have populations 
contributing to their POTWs equal to or 
more than 50,000 people or average dry 
weather flows of 5.0 millions gallons per 
day (mgd) or more; small applicants 
have contributing populations of less 
than 50,000 people and average dry 
weather flows of less than 5.0 mgd. For 
the purposes of this definition the 
contributing population and flows shall 
be based on projections for the end of 
the five year permit term. Average dry 
weather flows shall be the average daily 
total discharge flows for the maximum 
month of the dry weather season. 
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(d) “Application” means a final 
application previously submitted in 
accordance with the June 15, 1979, 
section 301(h) regulations (44 FR 34784) 
or an application submitted between 
December 29, 1981 and December 29, 
1982. It does not include a preliminary 
application submitted in accordance 
with the June 15, 1979, section 301(h) 
regulations. 

(e) “Application questionnaire” means 
EPA’s “Applicant Questionnaire for 
Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements”. Individual 
questionnaires for small applicants and 
for large applicants are published as 
Appendix A and Appendix B to this 
subpart, respectively. 

(f) “Balanced, indigenous population” 
means an ecological community which: 

(1) Exhibits characteristics similar to 
those of nearby, healthy communities 
existing under comparable but 
unpolluted environmental conditions; or 

(2) May reasonably be expected to 
become re-established in the polluted 
water body segment from adjacent 
waters if sources of pollution were 
removed. 

(g) “Current discharge” means the 
volume, composition, and location of an 
applicant's discharge as of anytime 
between December 27, 1977, and 
December 29, 1982, as designated by the 
applicant. 

(h) “Improved discharge” means the 
volume, composition and location of an 
applicant's discharge following: 

(1) Construction of planned outfall 
improvements, including, without 
limitation, outfall relocation, outfall 
repair, or diffuser modification; or 

(2) Construction of planned treatment 
system improvements to treatment 
levels or discharge characteristics; or 

(3) Implementation of a planned 
program to improve operation and 
maintenance of an existing treatment 
system or to eliminate or control the 
introduction of pollutants into the 
applicant's treatment works. 

(i) “Industrial source” means any 
source of nondomestic pollutants 
regulated under section 307 (b) or (c) of 
the Clean Water Act which discharges 
into a POTW. 

(j) “Modified discharge” means the 
volume, composition and location of the 
discharge proposed by the applicant for 
which a modification under section 
301(h) of the Act is requested. A 
modified discharge may be a current 
discharge, improved discharge, or 
altered discharge. 

(k) “Nonindustrial source” means any 
source of pollutants which is not an 
industrial source. 
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(I) “Ocean waters” means those 
coastal waters landward of the baseline 
of the territorial seas, the deep waters of 
the territorial seas, or the waters of the 
contiguous zone. 

(m) “Pesticides” means demeton, 
guthion, malathion, mirex, methoxychlor 
and parathion. 

(n) “Public water supplies” means 
water distributed from a public water 
system. 

(o) “Public water system” means a 
system for the provision to the public of 
piped water for human consumption, if 
such system has at least fifteen (15) 
service connections or regularly serves 
at least twenty-five (25) individuals. 
This term includes (1) any collection, 
treatment, storage and distribution 
facilities under the control of the 
operator of the system and used 
primarily in connection with the system, 
and (2) any collection or pretreatment 
storage facilities not under the control of 
the operator of the system which are 
used primarily in connection with the 
system. 

(p) “Publicly owned treatment works” 
(POTW) means a treatment works, as 
defined in section 212(2) of the Act, 
which is owned by a State, municipality 
or intermunicipal or interstate agency. 

(q) “Saline estuarine waters” means 
those semi-enclosed coastal waters 
which have a free connection to the 
territorial sea, undergo net seaward 
exchange with ocean waters, and have 
salinities comparable to those of the 
ocean. Generally, these waters are near 
the mouth of estuaries and have cross- 
sectional annual mean salinities greater 
than twenty-five (25) parts per thousand. 

(r) “Secondary treatment” means the 
term as defined in 40 CFR Part 133. 

(s) “Shellfish, fish and wildlife” means 
any biological population or community 
that might be adversely affected by the 
applicant's modified discharge. 

(t) “Stressed waters” means those 
receiving environments in which an 
applicant can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Administrator, that 
the absence of a balanced, indigenous 
population is caused solely by human 
perturbations other than the applicant's 
modified discharge. 

(u) “Toxic pollutants” means those 
substances listed in 40 CFR 401.15. 

(v) “Water quality standards” means 
applicable water quality standards 
which have been approved, left in effect, 
or promulgated under section 303 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

(w) “Zone of initial dilution” (ZID) 
means the region of initial mixing 
surrounding or adjacent to the end of the 
outfall pipe or diffuser ports, provided 
that the ZID may not be larger than 


allowed by mixing zone restrictions in 
applicable water quality standards. 


§ 125.59 General 

(a) Basis for application. An 
application under this Subpart shall be 
based on a current, improved, or altered 
discharge into ocean waters or saline 
estuarine waters 

(b) Prohibitions. No section 301(h) 
modified permit shall be issued: 

(1) Where such issuance would not 
assure compliance with all applicable 
requirements of this Subpart and Part 
122; 

(2) For the discharge of sewage 
sludge; and 

(3) where such issuance would 
conflict with applicable provisions of 
State, local, or other Federal laws or 
Executive Orders. This includes 
compliance with the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972, as amended, 
16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.; the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended, 16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.; and Title III of the 
Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 
1431 et seq. 

(c) Applications. Each applicant for a 
modified permit under this Subpart shall 
submit an application to EPA signed in 
compliance with 40 CFR 122.6(a)(3) 
which shall contain: 

(1) A signed, completed NPDES 
Application Standard form A, Parts I, II, 
Ill: 

(2) A completed Application 
Questionnaire; 

(3) The following certification: 


I certify under penalty of law that I have 
personally examined and am familiar with 
the information submitted in the attached 
document(s) and, based on my inquiry of 
those individuals immediately responsible for 
obtaining the information, I am convinced 
that the information is true, accurate and 
correct. I am aware that there are significant 
penalties for submitting false information, 
including the possibility of fine and 
imprisonment. 


(d) Revisions to applications. (1) 
POTWs which submitted applications in 
accordance with the June 15, 1979, 
Regulations (44 FR 34784) may revise 
their applications one time following a 
tentative decision to propose changes to 
treatment levels and/or outfall and 
diffuser location and design in 
accordance with section 125.59(e)(2)(i); 
and 

(2) Other applicants may revise their 
applications one time following a 
tentative decision to propose changes to 
treatment levels and/or outfall and 
diffuser location and design in 
accordance with § 125.59(e)(3)(i). 
Revisions by such applicants which 
propose downgrading treatment levels 
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and/or outfall and diffuser location and 
design must be-justified on the basis of 
substantial changes in circumstances 
beyond the applicant's control since the 
time of application submission. 

(3) Applicants authorized or requested 
to submit additional information under 
§ 125.59(f) may submit a revised 
application in accordance with 
§ 125.59{e)(2)(ii) where such additional 
information supports changes in 
proposed treatment levels and/or outfall 
location and diffuser design. The 
opportunity for such revision shall be in 
addition to the one-time revision 
allowed under § 125.59(d) (1) and (2). 

(4) POTWs which revise their 
applications must: 

(i) Modify their NPDES form and 
Application Questionnaire as needed to 
assure that the information filed with 
their application is correct and 
complete; 

(ii) Provide additional analysis and 
data as needed to demonstrate 
compliance with this subpart; 

(iii) Obtain new State determinations 
under §§ 125.60(b)(2) and 125.63(b); and 

(iv) Provide the certification described 
in paragraph (c)(3) of this section. 

(e) Deadlines and distribution. 

(1) Applications. (i) The original and 
one copy of an application must be 
submitted to the appropriate EPA 
Regional Administrator no later than 
December 29, 1982, and one copy to the 
Office of Marine Discharge Evaluation, 
WH-546, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M St. SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20460. 

(ii) A copy of the application must be 
provided to the State and interstate 
agency(s) authorized to provide 
certification/concurrence under 
§ 124.53-124.55 on or before the date of 
the application is submitted to EPA. 

(2) Revisions to applications. 

(i) Applicants desiring to revise their 
applications under § 125.59(d) (1) or (2) 
must: 

(A) Submit to the appropriate 
Regional Administrator a letter of intent 
to revise their application and a copy to 
the Office of Marine Discharge 
Evaluation either within 45 days of the 
date of EPA's tentative decision on their 
original application, or within 45 days of 
promulgation of this provision if a 
tentative decision has already been 
made, whichever is later. Following 
receipt by EPA of a letter of intent, 
further EPA proceedings on the tentative 
decision under 40 CFR Part 124 will be 
stayed. 

(B) Submit the revised application as 
described for new applications in 
§ 125.59(e)(1) either within one year of 
the date of EPA’s tentative decision on 
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their original application or within one 
year of promulgation of this provision if 
a tentative decision has already been 
made, whichever is later. 

(ii) Applicants desiring to revise their 
applications under § 125.59(d)(3) must 
submit the revised application as 
described for new applications in 
§ 125.59(e)(1) of this section concurrent 
with submission of the additional 
information under § 125.59(f). 

(3) State determination deadline. State 
determinations, as required by 
§ 125.60(b)(2) and § 125.63(b) shall be 
filed by the applicant with the 
appropriate Regional Administrator, no 
later than 90 days after submission of 
the application or revision to EPA. 
Extensions to this deadline may be 
provided by EPA upon request. 
However, EPA will not begin review of 
the application or revision untila — 
favorable State determination is 
received by : 

(f)(1) The Administrator may 
authorize or request an applicant to 
submit additional information by a 
specified date not to exceed one year 
from the date of authorization or 
request. 

(2) Applicants seeking authorization 
to submit additional information on 
current/modified discharge 
characteristics, water quality, biological 
conditions or oceanographic 
characteristics must: 

(i) Demonstrate that they made a 
diligent effort to provide such 
information with their application and 
were unable to do so, and 

(ii) Submit a plan of study, including a 
schedule, for data collection and 
submittal of the additional information. 
EPA will review the plan of study and 
may require revisions prior to 
authorizing submission of the additional 
information. 

(g) Decisions on section 301(h) 
modifications. (1) The decision to grant 
or deny a section 301(h) modification 
shall be made by the Administrator and 
shall be based on the applicant's 
demonstr&tion that it has met all the 
requirements of §§ 125.59 through 
125.65. 

(2) No section 301(h) modified permit 
shall be issued until the appropriate 
State certification/concurrence is 
granted or waived pursuant to § 124.54 
or if the State denies certification/ 
concurrence pursuant to § 124.54. 

(3) In the case of a modification issued 
to an applicant in a State administering 
an approved permit program under 40 
CFR Part 123, the State Director may: 

(i) Revoke an existing permit as of the 
effective date of the EPA issued section 
301(h) modified permit; and 


(ii) Cosign the section 301(h) modified 
permit, if the Director has indicated an 
intent to do so in the written 
concurrence. 

(4) Any section 301(h) modified permit 
shall: 

(i) Be issued in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 124, 
except that, because section 301(h) 
permits may only be issued by EPA, the 
terms “Administrator or a person 
designated by the Administrator” shall . 
be substituted for the term “Director” as 
appropriate; and 

(ii) Contain all applicable terms and 
conditions set forth in 40 CFR Part 122 
and § 125.67. 

(5) Appeals of section 301(h) 
determinations shall be governed by the 
procedures in 40 CFR Part 124. 

(6) At the expiration of the section 
301(h) modified permit, the POTW 
should be prepared to support the 
continuation of the modification based 
on studies and monitoring performed 
during the life of the permit. Upon a 
demonstration meeting the statutory 
criteria and requirements of this 
subpart, the permit may be renewed 
under the applicable procedures of 40 
CFR Part 124. 


§ 125.60 Existence of and compliance with 
applicable water quality standards. 

(a) There must exist a water quality 
standard or standards applicable to the 
pollutant(s) for which a section 301(h) 
modified permit is requested, including: 

(1) Water quality standards for 
biochemical oxygen demand or 
dissolved oxygen; 

(2) Water quality standards for 
suspended solids, turbidity, light 
transmission, light scattering or 
maintenance of the euphotic-zone; and 

(3) Water quality standards for pH. 

(b) The applicant must: 

(1) Demonstrate that the modified 
discharge will comply with the above 
water quality standard(s); and 

(2) Provide a determination signed by 
the State or interstate agency(s) 
authorized to provide certification under 
§ $124.53 and 124.54 that the proposed 
modified discharge will comply with 
applicable provisions of State law 
including applicable water quality 
standards. This determination shall 
include a discussion of the basis for the 
conclusion reached., 


§ 125.61 Attainment or maintenance of 
water quality which assures protection of 
public water supplies, the protection and 
propagation of a balanced, indigenous 
population of shelifish, fish, and wildlife, 
andallows recreational activities. 

(a) Physical characteristics of 
discharge. (1) The applicant's outfall 
and diffuser must be located and 
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designed to provide adequate initial 
dilution, dispersion and transport of 
wastewater to meet all applicable water 
quality standards at and beyond the 
boundary of the zone of initial dilution: 

(i) During periods of maximum 
stratification and 

(ii) During other periods when 
discharge characteristics, water quality, 
biological seasons, or oceanographic 
conditions indicate more critical 
situations may exist. 

(2) Following initial dilution, the 
partially diluted wastewater and 
particulates must be transported and 
dispersed so as not to affect water use 
areas adversely (including recreational 
and fishing areas) and areas of 
biological sensitivity. 

(b) Jmpact of discharge on public 
water supplies. (1) The applicant's 
modified discharge must allow for the 
attainment or maintenance of water 
quality which assures protection of 
public water supplies. 

(2) The applicant's modified discharge 
must not: 

(i) Prevent a planned or existing 
public water supply from being used, or 
from continuing to be used, as a public 
water supply; or 

(ii) Have the effect of requiring 
treatment over and above that which 
would be necessary in the absence of 
such discharge in order to comply with 
local, and EPA drinking water , 
standards. 

(c) Biological impact of discharge. (1) 
The applicants modified discharge must 
allow for the attainment or maintenance 
of water quality which assures 
protection and propagation of a 
balanced indeginous population of 
shellfish, fish, and wildlife. 

(2) A balanced, indigenous population 
of shellfish, fish and wildlife must exist: 
(i) Immediately beyond the zone of 
initial dilution of the applicant's 

modified discharge and; 

(ii) In all other areas beyond the zone 
of initial dilution where marine life is 
actually or potentially affected by the 
applicant's modified discharge. 

(3) Conditions within the zone of 
initial dilution must not contribute to 
extreme adverse biological impacts, 
including, but not limited to, the 
destruction of distinctive habitats of 
limited distribution, the presence of 
disease epicenters, or the stimulation of 
phytoplankton blooms which have 
adverse effects beyond the zone of 
initial dilution. 

(4) In addition, for modified 
discharges into saline estuarine water: 

(i) Benthic populations within the zone 
of initial dilution must not differ 
substantially from the balanced, 
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indigenous populations which exist 
immediately beyond the boundary of the 
zone of initial dilution; 

(ii) The discharge must not interfere 
with estuarine migratory pathways 
within the zone of initial dilution; and 

(iii) The discharge must not result in 
the acumulation of toxic pollutants or 
pesticides at levels which exert adverse 
effects on the biota within the zone of 
initial dilution. ' 

(d) Impact of discharge on 
recreational activities. (1) The 
applicant’s modified discharge must 
allow for the attainment or maintenance 
of water quality which allows for 
recreational activities beyond the zone 
of initial dilution, including, without 
limitation, swimming, diving, boating, 
fishing, and picnicking and sports 
activities along shorelines and beaches. 

(2) There must be no Federal, State, or 
local restrictions on recreational 
activities within the vicinity of the 
applicant's modified outfall unless such 
restrictions are routinely imposed 
around sewage outfalls. This exception 
shall not apply where the restriction 
would be lifted or modified, in whole or 
in part, if the applicant were discharging 
a secondary treatment effluent. 

(e) Additional requirements for 
applications based on improved or 

‘altered discharges. An application for a 
section 301{h) modified permit on the 
basis of an improved or altered 
discharge must include: 

(1) A demonstration that such 
improvements or alterations have been 
thoroughly planned and studied and can 
be completed or implemented 
expeditiously; 

(2) Detailed analyses projecting 
changes in average and maximum 
monthly flow rates and composition of 
the applicant's discharge which are 
expected to result from proposed 
improvements or alterations. 

(3) The assessements required by 
paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section 
based on its current discharge; 

(4) A detailed analysis of how the 
applicant's planned improvements or 
alterations will comply with the 
requirements of paragraphs (a) through 
(d) of this section. 

(f) Stressed waters. if an applicant 
believes that its failure to meet the 
requirements of paragraphs (a) through 
(e) of this section is attributable to 
conditions resulting from human 
perturbations other than its modified 
discharge (including, without limitation, 
other municipal or industrial discharges, 
nonpoint source runoff and the 
applicant's previous discharges), the 
applicant must demonstrate, to the 
satisfaction of the Administrator, that its 
modified discharge does not or will not: 


(1) Contribute to, increase, or 
perpetuate such stressed conditions; 
(2) Contribute to further degradation 


~ of the biota or water quality if the level 


of human perturbation from other 
sources increases; and 

(3) Retard the recovery of the biota or 
water quality if the level of human 
perturbation from other sources 
decreases. 


§ 125.62 Establishment of a monitoring 
program. 

(a) General requirements. (1) The 
applicant must: 

(i) Have a monitoring program 
designed to provide data to evaluate the 
impact of the modified discharge on the 
marine biota, demonstrate compliance 
with applicable water quality standards, 
and measure toxic substances in the 
discharge; 

(ii) Describe the sampling techniques, 
schedules and locations (including 
appropriate control sites), analytical 
techniques, quality control and 
verification procedures to be used in the 
monitoring program; 

(iii) Demonstrate that it has the 
resources necessary to implement the 
program upon issuance of the modified 
permit and to carry it out for the life of 
the modified permit; and 

(iv) Determine the frequency and 
extent of the monitoring program taking 
into consideration the applicant's rate of 
discharge, quantities of toxic pollutants 
discharged, and potentially significant 
impacts on receiving water quality, 
marine biota, and designated water 
uses. 

(2) The Administrator may require 
revision of the proposed monitoring 
program before issuing a modified 
permit and during the term of any 
modified permit. 

(b) Biological monitoring program. 
The biological monitoring program for 
both small and large applicants shall 
provide data adequate to evaluate the 
impact of the modified discharge on the 
marine biota. 

(1) Biological monitoring shall include 
to the extent practicable: 

(i) Periodic surveys of the biological 
communities and populations which are 
most likely affected by the discharge to 
enable comparisons with baseline 
conditions described in the application 
and verified by sampling at the control 
stations/reference sites during the 
periodic surveys; 

(ii) Periodic determinations of the 
accumulation of toxic pollutants and 
pesticides in organisms and 
examination of adverse effects, such as 
disease, growth abnormalities, 
physiological stress or death; 


(iii) Sampling of sediments in areas of 
solids deposition in the vicinity of the 
ZID, in other areas of expected impact, 
and at appropriate reference sites to 
support the water quality and biological 
surveys and to measure the 
accumulation of toxic pollutants and 
peticides; and 

{iv} Where the discharge would affect 
commercial or recreational fisheries, 
periodic assessments of the conditions 
and productivity of fisheries. 

(2) Small applicants are not subject to 
the requirements of paragraph (b)(1)({ii)- 
(iv) of this section if they discharge at 
depths greater than 10 meters and can 
demonstrate through a suspended solids 
deposition analysis that there will be 
negligible seabed accumulation in the 
vicinity of the modified discharge. 

(3) For applicants seeking a section 
301(h) modified permit based on: 

(i) A current discharge, biological 
monitoring shall be designed to 
demonstrate ongoing compliance with 
the requirements of § 125.61(c); 

(ii) An improved discharge or altered 
discharge other than outfall relocation, 
biological monitoring shall provide 
baseline data on the current impact of 
the discharge and data which 
demonstrate, upon completion of 
improvements or alterations, that the 
requirements of § 125.61(c) are met; or 

(iii) An improved or altered discharge 
involving outfall relocation, the 
biological monitoring shall: 

(A) Include the current discharge site 
until such discharge ceases; and 

(B) Provide baseline data at the 
relocation site to demonstrate the 
impact of the discharge and to provide 
the basis for demonstrating that 
requirements of § 125.61(c) will be met. 

(c) Water quality monitoring program. 
The water quality monitoring program 
shall to the extent practicable: 

(1) Provide adequate data for 
evaluating compliance with applicable 
water quality standards; 

(2) Measure the presence of toxic 
pollutants which have been identified or 
reasonably may be expected to be 
present in the discharge. 

(d) Effluent monitoring program. In 
addition to the requirements of 40 CFR 
Part 122, to the extent practicable, 
monitoring of the POTW effluent shall 
provide quantitative and qualitative 
data which measure toxic substances 
and pesticides in the effluent and the 
effectiveness of the toxics control 
program. 

§ 125.63 Effect of discharge on other 
point and nonpoint sources. 

(a) No modified discharge may result 
in any additional pollution control 





requirements on any other point or 
nonpoint source. 

(b) The applicant shall obtain a 
determination from the State or 
interstate agency(s) having authority to 
establish wasteload allocations 
indicating whether the applicant's 
discharge will result in an additional 
treatment, pollution control, or other 
requirement on any other point or 
nonpoint sources. The State 
determination shall include a discussion 
of the basis for its conclusion. 


§ 125.64 Toxics control program. 

(a) Chemical analysis. (1) The 
applicant shall submit at the time of 
application a chemical analysis of its 
current discharge for ali toxic pollutants 
and pesticides as defined in § 125.58 (u) 
and (m). The analysis shall be 
performed on two 24 hour composite 
samples (one dry weather and one wet 
weather). Applicants may supplement or 
substitute chemical analyses if 
composition of the supplemental or 
substitute samples typifies that which 
occurs during dry and wet weather 
conditions. 

(2) Unless required by the State, this 
requirement shall not apply to any small 
section 301(h) applicant which certifies 
that there are no known or suspected 
sources of toxic pollutants or pesticides 
and documents the certification with an 
industrial user survey as described by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2). 

(b) Identification of sources. The 
applicant shall submit at the time of 
application an analysis of the known or 
suspected sources of toxic pollutants or 
pesticides identified in § 125.64(a). The 
applicant shall to the extent practicable 
categorize the sources according to 
industrial and nonindustrial types. 

(c) Industrial pretreatment 
requirements. 

(1) An applicant which has known or 
suspected industrial sources of toxic 
pollutants shall have an approved 
pretreatment program, or shall develop 
an approved pretreatment program by 
July 1, 1983, or the date established in 
their NPDES permit, whichever is 
earlier. See, 40 CFR Part 403. 

(2) This requirement shall not apply to 
any applicant which has no known or 
suspected industrial sources of toxic 
pollutants or pesticides and so certifies 
to the Administrator. 

(3) The pretreatment program or 
proposed compliance schedule 
submitted by the applicant under this 
section shall be subject to revision as 
required by the Administrator prior to 
issuing any section 301(h) modified 
permit and during the term of any such 
permit. 


(4) Implementation of all existing 
pretreatment requirements and 
authorities must be maintained through 
the period of development of any 
additional pretreatment requirements 
that may be necessary to comply with 
the requirements of this subpart. 

(d) Nonindustrial source control 
program. 

(1) The applicant shall submit a 
proposed public education program 
designed to minimize the entrance of 
nonindustrial toxic pollutants and 
pesticides into its POTW(s) which shall 
be implemented no later than 18 months 
after issuance of a 301({h) modified 
permit. 

(2) The applicant shall also develop 
and implement additional nonindustrial 
source control programs on the earliest 
possible schedule. This requirement 
shall not apply to a small applicant 
which certifies that there are no known 
or suspected water quality, sediment 
accumulation, or biological problems 
related to toxic pollutants or pesticides 
in its discharge. 

(3) The applicant's nonindustrial 
source control p under 
paragraph (d)(2) of this section shall 
include the following schedules which 
are to be implemented no later than 18 
months after issuance of a 301(h) 
modified permits: 

(i) A schedule of activities for 
identifying nonindustrial sources of 
toxic pollutants and pesticides; and 

(ii) A schedule for the development 
and implementation of control programs, 
to the extent practicable, for 
nonindustrial sources of toxic pollutants 
and pesticides. 

(4) Each proposed nonindustrial 
source control program and/or schedule 
submitted by the applicant under this 
section shall be subject to revision as 
determined by the Administrator prior 
to issuing any section 301(h) modified 
permit and during the term of any such 
permit. 


§ 125.65 Increase in effluent volume or 
amount of pollutants discharged. 

(a) No modified discharge may result 
in any new or substantially increased 
discharges of the pollutant to which the 
modification applies above the 
discharge specified in the section 301(h) 
modified permit. 

(b) Where pollutant discharges are 
attributable in part to combined sewer 
overficws, the applicant shall minimize 
existing overflows and prevent 
increases in the amount of pollutants 
discharged; 

(c) The applicant shall provide 
projections of effluent volume and mass 
loadings for any pollutants to which the 
modification applies in 5 year 
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increments for the design life of its 
facility. 


§ 125.66 [Reserved] 


§ 125.67 Special conditions for section 
301(h) modified permits. 

Each section 301(h) modified permit 
issued shall contain, in addition to all 
applicable terms and conditions 
required by 40 CFR Part 122, the 
following: 

(a) Effluent limitations and mass 
loadings which will assure compliance 
with the requirements of this Subpart; 

(b) A schedule or schedules of 
compliance for: 

(1) Pretreatment program development 
required by § 125.64(c); 

(2) Nonindustrial toxics control 
program required by § 125.64{d); and 

(3) Control of combined sewer 
overflows required by § 125.65. 

(c) Monitoring program requirements 
that include: 

‘ (1) Biomonitoring requirements of 
§ 125.62{(b); 

(2) Water quality requirements of 
§ 125-62{c); 

(3) *ffluent monitoring requirements 
of § 125.62{d). 

(d) Reporting requirements that 
include the results of the monitoring 
programs required by paragraph {c) at 
such frequency as prescribed in the 
approved monitoring program. 


Appendix A—Small Applicant Questionnaire 
for Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements 


L Introduction 


This questionnaire is to be used by small 
applicants for modification of secondary 
treatment requirements under section 301(h) 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA). A small 
applicani has a contributing population to its 
wastewater treatment facility of less than 
50,000 and a projected average dry weather 
flow of less than 5.0 million gallons per day 
(mgd, 0.22m*/sec) [40 CFR 125.58(c)]. 

The questionnaire is in two sections, a 
general information and basic requirements 
section and a technical evaluation section. 
Satisfactory completion of this questionnaire 
is necessary to enable EPA to determine 
whether the applicant's modified discharge 
meets the criteria of section 301{h) and EPA 
regulations (40 CFR Part 125, Subpart G). 

Where applicants diligently try but are 
unable to collect and submit all the 
information at the time of application, EPA 
requires that a plan of study for gathering and 
submitting the data be provided with the 
application. 40 CFR 125.59(f) states the 
procedures governing such post-application 
data collection activities. 

Most small applicants should be able to 
complete the questionnaire using available 
information. However, small POTWs with 
low initial dilution discharging into shallow 
waters or waters with poor dispersion and 
transport characteristics, discharging near 
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distinctive and susceptible biological 
habitats, or discharging substantial quantities 
of toxics should anticipate the need to collect 
additional information and/or conduct 
additional analyses to demonstrate 
compliance with section 301(h) criteria. Such 
small applicants are directed to the related 
sections in Parts II and III of the large 
applicant questionnaire and must answer the 
relevant questions of these sections. If there 
are questions in this regard, applicants 
should contact the appropriate EPA Regional 
Office for guidance. 

Guidance for responding to this 
questionnaire is provided by the Revised 
Section 301(h} Technical Support Document. 
Where available information is incomplete 
and the applicant needs to collect additional 
data during the period it is preparing the 
application, EPA encourages the applicant to 
consult with EPA prior to data collection and 
submission of its application. Such 
consultation, particularly if the applicant 
provides a plan of study, will help assure that 
the proper data are gathered in the most 
efficient manner. 


II. General Information and Basic Data 
Requirements 


Applicants should answer all questions; 
where your response to a question is “yes”, 
“no”, or “not applicable” explain the basis 
for your response. Where your answer 
indicates that you cannot meet a regulatory 
or statutory criterion, discuss why you 
believe you qualify for a section 301(h) 
variance. 

A. Treatment System Description: 1. Are 
you applying for a modification based on a 
current discharge, improved discharge, or 
altered discharge as defined in 40 CFR 
125.58? [40 CFR 125.59(a)] 

2. Description of the Treatment/Outfall 
System [40 CFR 125.61(a) and 125.61(e)] 

a. Provide detailed descriptions and 
diagrams of the treatment system and outfall 
configuration which you propose to satisfy 
the requirements of section 301(h) and 40 CFR 
Part 125, Subpart G. What is the total 
discharge design flow upon which this 
application is based? 

b. Provide a map showing the geographic 
location of the proposed outfall{s) (i.e., 
discharge). What is the latitude and longitude 
of the proposed outfall(s)? 

c. For a modification based on an improved 
or altered discharge, provide a description 
and diagram of your current treatment system 
and outfall tion. Include the current 
outfall’s latitude and longitude if different 
from the proposed outfall. 

3. Effluent Limitations and Characteristics 
[40 CFR 125.60(b) and 125.61(e)(2)} 

a. Identify the final effluent limitations for 
five-day biochemical oxygen demand (BODS), 
suspended solids, and pH upon which your 
application for a modification is based: 

BODS mg/1 

Suspended solids mg/1 

pH range) 

b. Provide available data on the following 
effluent characteristics for your current 
discharge as well as for the modified 
discharge if different from the current 
discharge: 


—Flow (m/sec): minimum; average dry 
weather; average wet weather; maximum; 
annual average. 

—BOD5 (mg/1) for the following plant flows: 
minimum; average dry weather; average 
wet weather; maximum; annual average. 

—Suspended solids (mg/1) for the following 
plant flows: minimum; average dry 
weather; average wet weather; maximum; 
annual average. 

—Toxic pollutants and pesticides (yg/1): list 
each identified toxic pollutant and 
pesticide. 

—pH: minimum and maximum. 

—Dissolved oxygen (mg/1, prior to 
chlorination) for the following plant flows: 
minimum; average dry weather; average 
wet weather; maximum; annual average. 

—Immediate dissolved oxygen demand (mg/ 
1). 

4. Effluent Volume and Mass Emissions [40 
CFR 125.61(e)(2) and 125.65] 

a. Provide analyses showing projections of 
effluent volume (annual average, m*/sec) and 
mass loadings (mt/year) of BOD5 and 
suspended solids for the design life of your 
treatment facility in five-year increments. If 
the application is based upon an improved or 
altered discharge, the projections must be 
provided with and without the proposed 
improvements or alterations. 

b. Provide projections for the end of your 
five year permit term for 1) the treatment 
facility contributing population and 2) the 
average daily total discharge flow for the 
inaximum month of the dry weather season. 

5. Average Daily Industrial Flow (m*/sec) 
[40 CFR 125.64] Provide or estimate the 
average daily industrial inflow to your 
treatment facility for the same time 
increments as in question Il. A. 4. a. above. 

6. Combined Sewer Overflows [40 CFR 
125.65(b)] 

a. Does (will) your collection and treatment 
system include combined sewer overflows? 

b. If yes, provide a description of your plan 
for minimizing combined sewer overflows to 
the receiving water. 

7. Outfall/ Diffuser Design. Provide 
available data on the following for your 
current discharge as well as for the modified 
discharge, if different from the current 
discharge: [40 CFR 125.61(a)(1)]} 

—Diameter and length of the outfall(s) 
(meters) 

—Diameter and length of the diffuser(s) 
(meters) 

—Angle(s) of port orientations from 
horizontal (degrees) 

—Port diameter(s) in meters and the orifice 
contraction coefficient(s), if known 

—Vertical distance in meters from mean 
lower low water (or mean low water) 
surface and outfall port(s) centerline 
(meters) 

—Number of ports 

—Port spacing (meters) 

—Design flow rate for each port, if multiple 
ports are used (m*/sec) 

B. Receiving Water Description: 

1. Are you applying for a modification 
based on a discharge to the ocean or to a 
saline estuary (40 CFR 125.58(q))? [40 CFR 
125.59(a)]} 

2. Is your current-discharge or modified 
discharge to stressed waters? If yes, what are 


the pollution sources contributing to the 

stress? [40 CFR 125.61(f)] 

3. Provide a description and available data 
on the seasonal circulation patterns in the 
vicinity of your current and modified 
discharge(s). [40 CFR 125.61(a)] 

4. Ambient Water Quality Conditions 
During the Period(s) of Maximum 
Stratification. 

a. Provide available data on the following 
in the vicinity of the current discharge 
location and for the modified discharge 
location if different from the current 
discharge: [40 CFR 125.60(b)(1)]} 

—Dissolved oxygen (mg/I) 

—Suspended solids (mg/1) 

—Temperature (°C) 

—Salinity (ppt) 

—tTransparency (turbidity, percent light 
transmittance) 

—Other significant parameters (eg, nutrients, 
toxic pollutants and pesticides, fecal 
coliforms) 

b. Are there other periods when receiving 
water quality conditions may be more critical 
than the period(s) of maximum stratification? 
If so, describe these other critical periods and 
provide the data requested in 4.a. for the 
other critical periods. [40 CFR 125.61(a)(1)] 

C. Biological Conditions: 

1. a. Are distinctive habitats of limited 
distribution (such as kelp beds or coral reefs) 
located in areas potentially affected by the 
modified discharge? [40 CFR 125.61(c)] 

b. If yes, provide available information on 
types, extent, and location of habitats. 

2. a. Are commercial or recreational 
fisheries located in areas potentially affected 
by the modified discharge? [40 CFR 125.61(c)] 

b. If yes, provide available information on 
types, location, and value of fisheries. 

D. State and Federal Laws [40 CFR 125.60} 

1. Are there water quality standards 
applicable to the following pollutants for 
which a modification is requested: 
—Biochemical oxygen demand or dissolved 

oxygen? 

—Suspended solids, turbidity, light 
transmission, light scattering, or 
maintenance of the euphotic zone? 

—pH of the receiving water? 

2. If yes, what is the water use 
classification for your discharge area? What 
are the applicable standards for your 
discharge area for each of the parameters for 
which a modification is requested? Provide a 
copy of all applicable water quality 
standards or a citation to where they can be 
found. 

3. Will the modified discharge [40 CFR 
125.59(b)(3)}: 

—Be consistent with applicable State coastal 
zone management program(s) approved 
under the Coastal Zone Management Act 
as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.? (See, 16 
U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(A)) 

—Be located in a Marine sanctuary 
designated under Title III of the marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
(MPRSA) as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et 
seq. or in an estuarine sanctuary 
designated under the Coastal Zone 
Management Act as amended, 16 U.S.C. 





53682 #$ Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 


1461? If located in a marine sanctuary 
designated under Title Ill of the MPRSA, 
attach a copy of any certification or permit 
required under regulations governing such 
marine sanctuary (See, U.S.C. 1432(f)(2)). 
—Be consistent with the Endangered Species 

Act as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seg? 

Provide the names of any threatened or 

endangered species that inhabit or obtain 

nutrients from waters that may be affected 
by the modified discharge. Identify any 
critical habitat that may be affected by the 
modified discharge and evaluate whether 
the modified discharge will affect 
threatened or endangered species or 

modify a critical habitat (See, 16 U.S.C. 

1536(a)(2)). 

4. Are you aware of any State or Federal 
Laws or regulations (other than the Clean 
Water Act or the, three statutes identified in 
item 3 above) or an Executive Order which is 
applicable to your discharge? If yes, provide 
sufficient information to demonstrate that 
your modified discharge will comply with 
such law(s), regulation(s), or order(s). [40 CFR 
125.59(b)(3)] 

II. Technical Evaluation 


Answers to the following questions will be 
used to assess the effects of the modified 
discharge. The responses will be used by the 
State agency(s) in their determination {as 
required by 40 CFR 125.60{(b)(2) and 125.63(b)) 
and by EPA in preparing its decision on the 
applicant's request for a section 301(h) 
variance. 

Your answers to the following questions 
must be supported by data and responses 
from Section II of this questionnaire. The 
analyses and calculations required below 
must show the input data for all calculations. 
Applicants should answer all questions; 
where your answer to a question is “yes”, 
“no” or “not applicable” explain the basis for 
your response. Where your answer indicates 
that you cannot meet a regulatory or 
statutory criterion, discuss why you believe 
you qualify for a variance. 

-If EPA decides to check calculations in an 
application, the formulas and methods 
provided in the Revised Section 301(h) 
Technical Support Document may be used for 
that purpose. If applicants use methods other 
than those provided in the Technical Support 
Document, such methods must be described 
by the applicant. 

A. Physical Characteristics of Discharge 
(40 CFR 125.61{a)). 1. What is the lowest 
initial dilution for your current and modified 
discharge(s) during 1) the period(s) of 
maximum stratification? and 2) any other 
critical period(s) of discharge volume/ 
composition, water quality, biological 
seasons, or oceanographic conditions? 

2. What are the dimensions of the zone of 
initial dilution for your modified discharge(s)? 

3. Will there be significant sedimentation of 
suspended solids in the vicinity of the 
modified discharge? 

B. Compliance with Applicable Water 
Quality Standards: \40 CFR 125.60(b) and 
125.61(a)] 

1. What is the concentration of dissolved 
oxygen immediately following initial dilution 
for the period(s) of maximum stratification 
and any other critical period(s) of discharge 


volume/composition, water quality, 
biological seasons, or oceanographic 
conditions? 

2. What is the farfield dissolved oxygen 
depression and resulting concentration due to 
BOD exertion of the wastefield during the 
period{s) of maximum stratification and any 
other critical period(s}? 

3. What is the increase in receiving water 
suspended solids concentration immediately 
following initial dilution of the modified 
discharge(s)? 

4. Does (will) the modified discharge 
comply with applicable water quality 
standards for: 

—Dissolved oxygen? 
—Suspended solids or surrogate standards? 
—pH? 

5. Provide the determination required by 40 
CFR 125.60(b)(2) or, if the determination has 
not yet been received, a copy of a letter to the 
appropriate agency(s) requesting the required 
determination. 

C. Impact on Public V/ater Supplies [40 
CFR 125.61(b)}: 

1. Is there a planned or existing public 
water supply (desalinization facility) intake 
in the vicinity of the current or modified 
discharge? , 

2. If yes, 

(a) What is the location of the intake({s) 
(latitude and longitude}? 

(b) Will the modified discharge({s) prevent 
use of the intake(s) for public water supply? 

(c) Will the modified discharge(s) cause 
increased treatment requirements for the 
public water supply(s) to theet local, State, 
and EPA drinking water standards? 

D. Biological impact of Discharge [40 CFR 
125.61(c)]: 

1. Does (will) a balanced indigenous 
population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife 
exist: 

(a) Immediately beyond the ZID of the 
current and modified discharge(s)? 

(b) In all other areas beyond the ZID where 
marine life is actually or potentially affected 
by the current and modified discharge(s)? 

2. Have distinctive habitats of limited 
distribution been impacted adversely by the 
current discharge and will such habitats be 
impacted adversely by the modified 
discharge? 

3. Have commercial or recreational 
fisheries been impacted adversely (e.g., 
warnings, restrictions, closures, or mass 
mortalities) by the current discharge and will 
they be impacted adversely by the modified 
discharge? 

4. For discharges into saline estuarine 
waters: [40 CFR 125.61(c)(4)]} 

(a) Does or will the current or modified 
discharge cause substantial differences in the 
benthic population with the ZID and beyond 
the ZID? 

(b) Does or will the current or modified 
discharge interfere with migratory pathways 
within the ZID? 

(c) Does or will the current or modified 
discharge result in bioaccumulation of toxic 
pollutants or pesticides at levels which exert 
adverse effects on the biota within the ZID? 

5. For improved discharges, will the 
proposed improved discharge(s) comply with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 125.61(a) through 
125.61(d)? {40 CFR 125.61(e)}. 


6. For altered discharge(s), will the altered 
discharge(s) comply with the requirements of 
40 CFR 125.61(a) through 125.61(d)? [40 CFR 
125.61(e)] 

7. If your current discharge is to stressed 
waters, does or will your current or modified 
discharge: [40 CFR 125.61(f)} 

(a) Contribute to, increase, or perpetuate 
such stressed condition? 

(b) Contribute to further degradation of the 
biota or water qualtiy if the level of human 
perturbation from other sources increases? 

(c) Retard the recovery of the biota or 
water quality if human perturbation from 
other sources decreases? 

E. Impacts of Discharge on Recreational 
Activities: [40 CFR 125.61(d)] 

1. Describe the existing or potential 
recreational activities likely to be affected by 
the modified discharge({s) beyond the zone of 
initial dilution. 

2. What are the existing and potential 
impacts of the modified discharge{s) on 
recreational activities? Your answer should 
include, but not be limited to, a discussion of 
fecal coliforms. 

3. Are there any Federal, State or local 
restrictions on recreational activities in the 
vicinity of the modified discharge(s)? If yes, 
describe the restrictions and provide 
citations to available references. 

4. If recreational restrictions exist, would 
such restrictions be lifted or modified if you 
were discharging a secondary treatment 
effluent? 

F. Establishment of a Monitoring Program 
(40 CFR 125.62): 

(1) Describe the biological, water quality, 
and effluent monitoring programs which you 
propose to meet the criteria of 40 CFR 125.62. 

(2) Describe the sampling techniques, 
schedules, and locations, analytical 
techniques, quality control and verification 
procedures to be used. 

(3) Describe the personne! and financial 
resources available to implement the 
monitoring programs upon issuance of a 
modified permit and to carry it out for the life 
of the modified permit. 

G. Effect of Discharge on Other Point and 
Nonpoint Sources: (40 CFR 125.63). 

1. Does (will) your modified discharge(s) 
cause additional treatment or control 
requirements for any other point or nonpoint 
pollution source(s)? 

2. Provide the determination required by 40 
CFR 125.63(b) or, if the determination has not 
yet been received, a copy of a letter to the 
appropriate agency(s) requesting the required 
determination. 

H. Toxics Control Program {40 CFR 125.64] 

1. a. Do you have any known or suspected 
industrial sources of toxic pollutants and 
pesticides? 

b. If no, provide the certification required 
by 40: CFR 125.64(a)(2). 

c. If yes, provide the results of wet and dry 
weather effluent analyses for toxic pollutants 
and pesticides. 

d. Provide an analysis of known or 
suspected industrial sources of toxic 
pollutants and pesticides identified in (1)(c) 
above. 

2. Do you have an approved industrial 
pretreatment program? 
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a. If yes, provide the date of EPA approval. 

b. If no, and if required by 40 CFR Part 403 
to have an industrial pretreatment program, 
provide a proposed schedule for development 
and implementation of your industrial 
pretreatment program to meet the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 403. 

3. Describe the public education program 
you propose to minimize the entrance of 
nonindustrial toxic pollutants and pesticides 
into your treatment system. 

4. a. Are there any known or suspected 
water quality, sediment accumulation, or 
biological problems related to toxic 
pollutants or pesticides from your modified 
discharge({s)? 

b. If no, provide the certification required 
by 40 CFR 125.64(d)(2) together with 
available supporting data. . 

c. If yes, provide a schedule for 
development and implementation of 
nonindustrial toxics control programs to meet 
the requirements of 40 CFR 125.64(d){3). 


Appendix B—Large Applicant Questionnaire 
for Modification of Secondary Treatment 
Requirements 


I. Introduction 


This questionnaire is to be used by large 
applicants for modification of secondary 
treatment requirements under section 301{h) 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA). A large 
applicant has a population contributing to its 
wastewater treatment facility of at least 
50,000 or a projected average dry weather 
flow of its discharge of at least 5.0 million 
gallons per day (mgd, 0.22 m*/sec) [40 CFR 
125.58(c)]. 

The questionnaire is in two sections, a 
general information and basic requirements 
section and a technical evaluation section. 
Satisfactory completion of this questionnaire 
is necessary to enable EPA to determine 
whether the applicant's modified discharge 
meets the criteria of section 301(h) and EPA 
regulations (40 CFR Part 125, Subpart G). 

Where applicants diligently try but are 
unable to collect and submit all the 
information at the time of application, EPA 
requires that a plan of study for gathering and 
submitting the data be provided with the 
application. 40 CFR 125.59(f) states the 
procedures governing such post-application 
data collection activities. 

Guidance for responding to the questions is 
provided by the Revised Section 301{h) 
Technical Support Document. Where 
available information is incomplete and the 
applicant needs to collect additional data 
during the period it is preparing the 
application, EPA encourages the applicant to 
consult with EPA prior to data collection and 
submission of its application. Such 
consultation, particularly if the applicant 
provides a plan of study, will help assure that 
the proper data are gathered in the most 
efficient manner. 


Il. General Information and Basic Data 
Requirements 


Applicants should answer all questions; 
where your response to a question is “yes”, 
“no”, or “not applicable” explain the basis 
for your response. Where your answer 
indicates that you cannot meet a regulatory 
or statutory criterion, discuss why you 


believe you qualify for a section 301(h) 
variance. 

A. Treatment System Description: 1. Are 
you applying for a modification based on a 
current discharge, improved discharge, or 
altered discharge as defined in 40 CFR 
125.58? [40 CFR 125.59{a)] 

2. Description of the Treatment/Outfall 
System {40 CFR 125.61(a) and 125.61(e)]} 

a. Provide detailed descriptions and 
diagrams of the treatment system and outfall 
configuration which you propose to satisfy 
the requirements of section 301{h) and 40 CFR 
Part 125, Subpart G. What is the total 
discharge design flow upon which this 
application is based? 

b. Provide a map showing the geographic 
location of the proposed outfall(s) {i.e., 
discharge). What is the latitude and longitude 
of the proposed outfall(s)? 

c. For a modification based on an improved 
or altered discharge, provide a description 
and diagram of your current treatment system 
and outfall configuration. Include the current 
outfall’s latitude and longitude, if different 
from the proposed outfall. 

3. Effluent Limitations and Characteristics 
[40 CFR 125.60(b) and 125.61(e)}(2)] 

a. Identify the final effluent limitations for 
five-day biochemical oxygen demand {BOD5), 
suspended solids, and pH upon which your 
application for a modification is based: 

BODS mg/1 

Suspended solids 

pH (range) 

b. Provide data on the following effluent 
characteristics for your current discharge as 
well as for the modified discharge if different 
from the current discharge: 

Flow {m*/sec)}: minimum; average dry 
weather; average wet weather; annual 
average; maximum. 

BOD5S (mg/1) for the following plant flows: 
minimum; average dry weather; average wet 
weather; maximum; annual average. 

Suspended solids {mg/1) for the following 
plant flows: minimum; average dry weather; 
average wet weather; maximum; annual 
average. 

Toxic pollutants and pesticides (ug/1): list 
each identified toxic pollutant and pesticide. 

pH: minimum and maximum. 

Dissolved oxygen (mg/lI, prior to 
chlorination) for the following plant flows: 
minimum; average dry weather; average wet 
weather; maximum; annual average. 

Immediate dissolved oxygen demand 
(mg/l) 

4. Effluent Volume and Mass Emissions [40 
CFR 125.61{e)(2) and 125.65] 

a. Provide detailed analyses showing 
projections of effluent volume (annual 
average, m3/sec) and mass loadings (mt/ 
year) of BODS amd suspended solids for the 
design life of your treatment facility in five- 
year increments. If the application is based 
upon an improved or altered discharge, the 
projections must be provided with and 
without the proposed improvements or 
alterations. 

b. Provide projections for the end of your 
five year permit term for 1) the treatment 
facility contributing population and 2) the 
average daily total discharge flow for the 
maximum month of the dry weather season. 

5. Average Daily Industrial Flow (m*/sec) 
[40 CFR 125.64] Provide or estimate the 


mg/1 


average daily industrial jnflow to your 
treatment facility for the same time 
increments as in question II. A. 4. a. above. 

6. Combined Sewer Overflows [40 CFR 
125.65(b)] 

a. Does {will) your collection and treatment 
system include combined sewer overflows? 

b. If yes, provide a description of your plan 
for minimizing combined sewer overflows to 
the receiving water. 

7. Outfall/Diffuser Design. Provide the 
following data for your current discharge as 
well as for the modified discharge, if different 
from the current discharge: [40 CFR 
125.61(a)(1)] 

Diameter and length of the outfall({s) 
(meters) 

Diameter and length of the diffuser{s) 
(meters) 

Angle{s} of port orientations from 
horizontal (degrees) 

Port diameter({s) in meters and the orifice 
contraction coefficient{s), if known. 

Vertical distance in meters from mean 
lower low water (or.mean low water) surface 
and outfall port{s) centerline (meters) 

Number of ports 

Port spacing (meters) 

Design flow rate for each port, if multiple 
ports are used (m/sec) 

B. Receiving Water Description: 1. Are you 
applying for a modification based on a 
discharge to the ocean or to a saline estuary 
(40 CFR 125.58(q))? [40 CFR 125.59{a)] 

2. Is your current discharge or modified 
discharge to stressed waters? If yes, what are 
the pollution sources contributing to the 
stress? [40 CFR 125.61(f}] 

3. Provide a description and data on the 
seasonal circulation patterns in the vicinity of 
your current and modified discharge(s). [40 
CFR 125.61{a)] 

4. Oceanographic Conditions in the Vicinity 
of the Current and Proposed Modified 
Discharge{s). 

Provide data on the following: [40 CFR 
125.61{a)] 

Lowest ten percentile current speed (m/ 
sec) 

Predominant current speed (m/sec) and 
direction (true) during the four seasons 

Period(s) of maximum stratification 
(months) 

Period(s) of natural upwelling events 
(duration and frequency, months) 

Density profiles during period(s) of 
maximum stratification 

5. Ambient Water Quality Conditions 
During the Period(s) of Maximum 
Stratification: at the zone of initial dilution 
(ZID) boundary, at other areas of potential 
impact, and at control stations: [40 CFR 
125.61({a)(2)j 

a. Provide profiles (with depth) on the 
following for the current discharge location 
and for the modified discharge location, if 
different from the current discharge: 

BODS (mg/1) 

Dissolved oxygen (mg/1) 

Suspended solids (mg/1) 

pH 

Temperature (°C) 

Salinity (ppt) 

* Transparency (turbidity, percent light 
transmittance) 





Other significant parameters (e.g., 
nutrients, toxic pollutants and pesticides, 
fecal coliforms) 

b. Are there other periods when receiving 
water quality conditions may be more critical 
than the period(s) of maximum stratification? 
If so, describe these cther critical periods and 
provide the data requested in 5.a. for the 
other critical period(s). [40 CFR 125.61(a)(1)] 

6. Provide data on steady state sediment 
dissolved oxygen demand and dissolved 
oxygen demand due to resuspension of 
sediments in the vicinity of your current and 
modified discharge(s) (mg/1/day). 

C. Biological Conditions: 1. Provide a 
detailed description of representative 
biological community (eg, plankton, 
macrobenthos, demersal fish, etc.) in the 
vicinity of your current and modified 
discharge(s): within the ZID, at the ZID 
boundary, at other areas of potential, 
discharge-related impact, and at reference 
(control) sites. Community characteristics to 
be described shall include (but not be limited 
to) species composition; abundance; 
dominance and diversity; spatial/temporal 
distribution; growth and reproduction; 
disease frequency; trophic structure and 
productivity patterns; presence of 
opportunistic species; bioaccumulation of 
toxic materials; and the occurrence cf mass 
mortalities. 

2. a. Are distinctive habitats of limited 
distribution (such as kelp beds or coral reefs) 
located in areas potentially affected by the 
modified discharge? [40 CFR 125.61(c)] 

b. If yes, provide information on type, 
extent, and location of habitats. 

3. a. Are commercial or recreational 
fisheries located in areas potentially affected 
by the discharge? [40 CFR 125.61(c)] 

b. If yes, provide information on types, 
location, and value of fisheries. 

D. State and Federal Laws [40 CFR 125.60] 


1. Are there water quality standards 
applicable to the following pollutants for 
which a modification is requested: ~ 

Biochemical oxygen demand or dissolved 
oxygen? 

Suspended solids, turbidity, light 
transmission, light scattering, or maintenance 
of the euphotic zone? 

PH of the receiving water? 

2. If yes, what is the water use 
classification for your discharge area? What 
are the applicable standards for your 
discharge area for each of the parameters for 
which a modification is requested? Provide a 
copy of all applicable water quality 
standards or a citation to where they can be 
found. 

3. Will the modified discharge: [40 CFR 
125.59(b)(3)] 

Be consistent with applicable State coastal 
zone management program(s) approved 
under the Coastal Zone Management Act as 
amended, 16 U.S.C. 1451 et seg.? (See, 16 
U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(A)) . 

Be located in a marine sanctuary 
designated under Title III of the Marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
(MPRSA) as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seg. 
or in an estuarine sanctuary designated under 
the Coastal Zone Management Act as 
amended, 16 U.S.C. 1461? If located in a 
marine sanctuary designated under Title III 


of the MPRSA, attach a copy of any 
certification or permit required under 
regulations governing such marine sanctuary 
(See, 16 U.S.C. 1432(f)(2)). 

Be consistent with the Endangered Species 
Act as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.? 
Provide the names of any threatened or 
endangered species that inhabit or obtain 
nutrients from waters that may be affected by 
the modified discharge. Identify any critical 
habitat that may be affected by the modified 
discharge and evaluate whether the modified 
discharge will affect threatened or 
endangered species or modify a critical 
habitat (See, 16 U.S.C. 1536(a)(2)). 

4. Are you aware of any State or Federal 
Laws or regulations (other than the Clean 
Water Act or the three statutes identified in 
item 3 above) or an Executive Order which is 
applicable to your discharge? If yes, provide 
sufficient information to demonstrate that 
your modified discharge will comply with 
such law(s), regulations, or order(s). [40 CFR 
125.59(b)(3)} 


Il. Technical Evaluation 


Answers to the following questions will be 
used to assess the effects of the modified 
discharge. The responses will be used by the 
State agency(s) in their determination (as 
required by 40 CFR 125.60(b)(2) and 
125.63(b)), and by EPA in preparing its 
decision on the applicant's request for a 
section 301(h) variance. 

Your answers to the following questiors 
must be supported by data and responses 
from Section II of this questionnaire. The 
analyses and calculations required below 
must show the input data for all calculations. 
Applicants should answer all questions; 
where your answer to a question is “yes”, 
“no”, or “not applicable”, explain the basis 
for your response. Where your answer 
indicates that you cannot meet a regulatory 
or statutory criterion, discuss why you 
believe you qualify for a variance. 

If EPA decides to check calculations in an 
application, the formulas and methods 
provided in the Revised Section 301(h) 
Technical Support Document may be used for 
that purpose. If applicants use methods other 
than those provided in the Technical Support 
Document, such methods must be described 
by the applicant. 

A. Physical Characteristics of Discharge 
[40 CFR 125.61(a)]: 1. What is the critical 
initial dilution for your current and modified 
discharge(s) during 1) the period(s) of 
maximum stratification? and 2) any other 
critical period(s) of discharge volume/ 
composition, water quality, biological 
seasons, or oceanographic conditions? 

2. What are the dimensions of the zone of 
initial dilution for your modified discharge(s)? 

3. What are the effects of ambient currents 
and stratification on dispersion and transport 
of the discharge plume/wastefield? 

4. Sedimentation of suspended solids. 

a. What fraction of the modified 
discharge’s suspended solids will accumulate 
within the vicinity of the modified discharge? 

b. What are the calculated area(s) and 
rate(s) of sediment accumulation within the 
vicinity of the modified discharge(s) {g/m?/ 


yr)? 
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c. What is the fate of settleable solids 
transported beyond the calculated sediment 
accumulation area? 

B. Compliance with Applicable Water 
Quality Standards [40 CFR 125.60({b) and 
125.61(a)]}: 

1. What is the concentration of dissolved 
oxygen immediately following initial dilution 
for the period(s) of maximum stratification 
and any other critical period(s) of discharge 
volume/composition, water quality, 
biological seasons, or oceanographic 
conditions? 

2. What is the farfield dissolved oxygen 
depression and resulting concentration due to 
BOD exertion of the wastefield during the 
period(s) of maximum stratification and any 
other critical period(s)? 

3. What are the dissolved oxygen 
depressions and concentrations due to steady 
sediment demand and resuspension of 
sediments? 

4. What is the increase in receiving water 
suspended solids concentration immediately 
following initial dilution of the modified 
discharge(s)? 

5. What is the change in receiving water pH 
immediately following initial dilution of the 
modified discharge(s)? 

6. Does (will) the modified discharge 
comply with applicable water quality 
standards for: 

Dissolved oxygen? 

Suspended solids or surrogate standards? 

pH? 

7. Provide the determination required by 40 
CFR 125.60(b)(2) or, if the determination has 
not yet been received, a copy of a letter to the 
appropriate agency(s) requesting the required 
determination. 

C. Impact on Public Water Supplies [40 
CFR 125.61(b)}. 

1. Is there a planned or existing public 
water supply (desalinization facility) intake 
in the vicinity of the current or modified 
discharge? 

2. If yes, 

a. What is the location of the intake(s) 
(latitude and longitude)? 

b. Will the modified discharge(s) prevent 
use of the intake(s) for public water supply? 

c. Will the modified discharge(s) cause 
increased treatment requirements for the 
public water supply(s) to meet local, State, 
and EPA drinking water standards? 

D. Biological Impact of Discharge [40 CFR 
125.61(c)]: 

1. Does (will) a balanced indigenous 
population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife 
exist: 

a. Immediately beyond the ZiD of the 
current and modified discharge(s)? 

b. In all other areas beyond the ZID where 
marine life is actually or potentially affected 
by the current and modified discharge(s)? 

2. Have distinctive habitats of limited 
distribution been impacted adversely by the 
current discharge and will such habitats be 
impacted adversely by the modified 
discharge? 


3. Have commercial or recreational 
fisheries been impacted adversely by the 
current discharge (e.g., warnings, restrictions, 
closures, or mass mortalities) or will they be 
impacted adversely by the modified 

? 


discharge 





4. Does the current or modified discharge 
cause the following within or beyond the ZID: 
[40 CFR 125.61(c)(3)] 

a. Mass mortality of fishes or invertebrates 
due to oxygen depletion, hizh concentrations 
of toxics or other conditions? 

b. An increased incidence of disease in 
marine organisms? 

c. An abnormal body burden of any toxic 
material in marine organisms? 

d. Any other extreme, adverse biological 
impacts? 

5. For discharges into saline estuarine 
waters: [40 CFR 125.61(c)(4)]} 

a. Does or will the current or modified 
discharge cause substantial differences in the 
benthic population within the ZID and 
beyond the ZID? 

b. Does or will the current or modified 
discharge interfere with migratory pathways 
within the ZID? 

c. Does or will the current or modified 
discharge result in bioaccumulation of toxic 
pollutants or pesticides at levels which exert 
adverse effects on the biota within the ZID? 

6. For improved discharges, will the 
proposed improved discharge(s) comply with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 125.61(a) through 
125.61(d)? [40 CFR 125.61(e)] 

7. For altered discharge(s), will the altered 
discharge(s) comply with the requirements of 
40 CFR 125.61(a) through 125.61(d)? [40 CFR 
125.61(e)] 

8. If your current discharge is to stressed 
waters, does or will your current or modified 
discharges: [40 CFR 125.61(f)} 

a. Contribute to, increase, or perpetuate 
such stressed condition? 

b. Contribute to further degradation of the 
biota or water quality if the level of human 
perturbation from other sources increases? 

c. Retard the recovery of the biota or water 
quality if human perturbation from other 
sources decreases? 

E. Impacts of Discharge on Recreational 
Activities [40 CFR 125.61(d)}: 
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1. Describe the existing or potential 
recreational activities likely to be affected by 
the modified discharge(s) beyond the zone of 
initial dilution. 

2. What are the existing and potential 
impacts of the modified discharge(s) on 
recreational activities? Your answer should 
include, but not be limited to, a discussion of 
fecal coliforms. 

3. Are there any Federal, State or local 
restrictions on recreational activities in the 
vicinity of the modified discharge(s)? If yes, 
describe the restrictions and provide 
citations to available references. 

4. If recreational restrictions exist, would 
such restrictions be lifted or modified if you 
were discharging a secondary treatment 
effluent? 

F. Establishment of a Monitoring Program 
(40 CFR 125.62): 


1. Describe the biological, water quality, 
and effluent monitoring programs which you 
propose to meet the criteria of 40 CFR 125.62. 


2. Describe the sampling techniques, 
schedules, and locations, analytical 
techniques, quality control and verification 
procedures to be used. 

3. Describe the personnel and financial 
resources available to implement the 
monitoring programs upon issuance of a 
modified permit and to carry it out for the life 
of the modified permit. 

G. Effect of Discharge on Other Point and 
Nonpoint Sources (40 CFR 125.63): 


1. Does (will) your modified discharge(s) 
cause additional treatment or control 
requirements for any other point or nonpoint 
pollution source(s)? 

2. Provide the determination required by 40 
CFR 125.63(b) or, if the determination has not 
yet been received, a copy of a letter to the 
appropriate agency(s) requesting the required 
determination. 

H. Toxics Control Program (40 CFR 125.64): 


1. a. Do you have any known or suspected 
industrial sources of toxic pollutants or 
pesticides? 

b. If no, provide the certification required 
by 40 CFR 125.64({c)(2). 

2. Provide the results of wet and dry 
weather effluent analyses for toxic pollutants 
and pesticides as required by 40 CFR 
125.64(a)(1). 

3. Provide an analysis of known or 
suspected industrial sources of toxic 
pollutants and pesticides identified in 2. 
above. 

4. Do you have an approved industrial 
pretreatment program? 

a. If yes, provide the date of EPA approval. 

b. If no, and if required by 40 CFR Part 403 
to have an industrial pretreatment program, 
provide a proposed schedule for development 
and implementation of your industrial 
pretreatment program to meet the 
requirements of 40 CFR Part 403. 

5. Describe the public education program 
you propose to minimize the entrance of 
nonindustrial toxic pollutants and pesticides 
into your treatment system. 

6. Provide a schedule for development and 
implementation of a nonindustrial toxics 
control program to meet the requirements of 
40 CFR 125.64(d)(3). 


PART 124—[ AMENDED] 


3. The authority citation for Part 124 
reads as follows: 


Authority: Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seg.; Safe 
Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300f et segq.; 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seg., and 
Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 1857 et seq. 


§ 124.65 [Removed and Reserved] 
4. 40 CFR Part 124 is amended by 

removing and reserving § 124.65. 

[FR Doc. 82-32407 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
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AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior. 


ACTION: Proposed revised management 
policy with request for comments. 


SUMMARY: The National Park Service is 
proposing a revised management policy 
on Native American Relationships 
which will replace Special Directive 78- 
1 Policy Guidelines for Native American 
Cultural Resources Management. 
Groups covered by this action are 
American Indians, Eskimos and Aleuts 
in North America, Native Hawaiians, 
Native Samoans and Chamorros in 
Guam and in the Northern Marianas 
Islands. This policy will provide 
guidance to NPS personnel for 
management actions dealing with 
Native Americans. The policy 
emphasizes implementation of such 
activity in a knowledgeable, aware and 
sensitive manner. Enactment of this 
policy will clarify NPS parameters and 
responsibilities in this area and will 
reflect Service responsiveness to current 
socio-economic trends and management 
needs. 

DATES: Written comments, suggestions 
or objections will be accepted until 
March 1, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Comments should be directed 
to: Chief, Office of Management Policy, 
Department of the Interior, 18th and C 
Streets, NW., Washington, D.C. 20240. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Geraldine Smith, Office of Management 
Policy, 343-7468; Jackson W. Moore Jr., 
Anthropology Division, 523-0095. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


The National Park Service is 
proposing a revised policy to replace 
Special Directive (SD) 78-1 Policy 
Guidelines for Native American 
Cultural Resources Management. This 
proposed policy expands and clarifies 
SD 78-1, incorporates management 
needs identified by a Service task force 
and the Service's response to the policy 
guidance provided in Pub. L. 95-341, the 


American Indian Religious Freedom Act. 


The policy expands on access and use; 
definition of terms; Native American 
involvement in planning and resources 
management and clarifies 
responsibilities of park and regional . 
staff; acquisition, maintenance, 
utilization and disposition of artifacts; 
and sacred sites. The policy also 
addresses practice of Native Religion; 
taking of natural resources; burial and 


cemetery sites; anthropological and 
ercheological studies; and interpretation 
of Native American history and 
prehistory. 

The Service has always recognized 
and sought to accommodate the requests 
of Native Americans to use certain 
areas of the national park system for the 
exercise of religious activities and the 
continuation of cultural traditions. 
However, permitting of such uses must 
be within the bounds of existing Service 
rules and policies which implement the 
legislative mandates of the Service to 
protect and preserve the natural and 
cultural resources of the parks and to 
provide for their use and enjoyment by 
present and future generations. 

The Service is hereby soliciting 
comment from any and all interested 
groups or indivduals in this policy. We 
urge you to be specific in how the policy 
might be changed or strengthened. All 
comments will be reviewed and, where 
appropriate, incoprorated. The policy 
will remain on review for a period of 90 
days. The revised proposed policy and 
an explanation of how comments were 
addressed will be published in the 
Federal Register following this comment 
period. The policy, in its final form will 
become a part of the National Park 
Service Management Policies. 


Dated: November 17, 1982. 
Russell Dickenson, 
Director. 


Major Components 


Section I sets forth the philosophy of 
the National Park Service in dealing 
with the area of Native American 
Relationships and lists a broad range of 
legislation that will effect the 
interpretation and implementation of the 
proposed policy. 

Section II explains the context of 
major terms used throughout the 
proposed policy. 

Section III delineates conditions of 
access and use and cites pertinent 
existing policies and regulations. This 
section lists types of activities covered 
by this policy; circumstances under 
which activities, other than those listed, 
may be permitted; process for requesting 
use; appeal for denial of a permit; and 
minimal criteria for use. 

Section IV discusses the practice of 
Native American Religion in National 
Park areas. The first paragraph quotes 
Public Law 95-341, the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act. This section also 
addresses the question of the creation of 
additional rights or the changing of 
existing authorities and the use of 
controlled substances in ceremonies. 

Circumstance under which natural 
resources may be taken including fish, 
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- wildlife, plants, rocks and other natural 


resources, threatened or endangered 
species are outlined in part B of this 
section. 

Part C—Burial and Cemetery Sites— 
discussed the treatment of interred 
human remains. 

Part D of this section addresses the 
use of a known archeological site for 
traditional religious activity. 

Section V is devoted to the 
involvment of and consultation with 
Native Americans in planning and 
resources management including the 
Service's responsibility for public 
participation and the recognitition of 
individuals who are authorities on 
specific Native American tribes or 
groups. This section also includes a 
discussion of the protection of sacred 
sites. 

Section VI is devoted to research and 
interpretation. The first part raises the 
issue of conflict which exists regarding 
anthropological/archeological studies 
and cites existing laws, guidelines and 
policy which will apply. It includes 
provision for consultative interaction 
with Native Americans in order to 
determine their views of a proposed 
project and to accommodate their views 
where practicable. 

Part B of this section describes the 
acquisition, maintenance, utilization and 
disposition of artifacts. It includes 
standards for acquisition, maintenance 
and utilization; documentation of 
artifacts and specimens which cannot 
be acquired; inspection and study of a 
Service artifacts, specimens and catalog 
records by leaders of Native American 
tribe or group; and repatriation of 
artifacts and specimens. 

Part C of this section covers the 
inclusion of Native Americans in the 
planning and development of park 
interpretive programs and General 
Management Plans and delineates 
certain management and planning 
responsibilities. 

NATIVE AMERICAN RELATIONSHIPS 
L. Introduction 

A. Philosophy 

B. Legislation 
Il. Explanation of Terms 
Ill. Access and Use 

A. Access 

B. Use 
IV. Native American Traditional Activities 

A. Practice of Native American Religion 

B. Taking of Natural Resources 

1. Fish 

2. Wildlife 

3. Plants, Rocks and Other Natural 
Resources 

4. Threatened or Endangered Species 

C. Burial and Cemetery Sites 

D. Archeological Sites 
V. Planning and Resources Management 
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A. Native American Involvement 

B. Consultation With and Recognition of 
Traditional Leaders 

C. Sacred Sites 

VI. Research and Interpretation 

A. Anthropological/ Archeological Studies 

B. Artifacts—Acquisition, Maintenance, 
Utilization and Disposition 

C. Interpretation 


The National Park Service, to the 
extent it is consistent with each park’s 
legislated purpose and management 
objectives, shall develop and execute its 
programs in a manner that reflects 
informed awareness of, sensitivity to 
and respect for the traditions, cultural 
values and religious beliefs of Native 
American tribes or groups who have 
demonstrable ancestral ties to particular 
resources on lands within the National 
Park System. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


A. Philosophy 


In many units of the National Park 
System (System), the National Park 
Service (Service) is specifically charged 
with the mission to interpret the cultural 
heritage of Native American tribes or 
groups. Meny areas of the System were 
established to preserve and interpret 
cultural resources (sites, structures and 
objects) associated with past Native 
American cultures. In addition, within 
the boundaries of many units of the 
System, there are places and/or cultural 
resources which are historically 
associated with tradtional or sacred 
values important to specific Native 
American tribes or groups. Service 
plans, programs and activities have the 
potential to affect such places or 
resources. It is the intent of this policy to 
assure that the Service applies its 
general regulations on access to and use 
of park lands and park resources in a 
balanced manner that does not unduly 
interfere with a Native American 
group's use of historically traditionally 
places or sacred sites located within the 
boundaries of a unit of the System. 


B. Legislation 

Numerous laws, Executive Orders and 
cooperative agreements provide for 
assistance, give use rights or define 
relationships between the Service and 
Native Americans. In addition to the 
National Park Service Organic Act of 
1916, the following will have major 
affect on the interpretation and 
implementation of this policy: 

Antiquities Act of 1906 (Pub. L. 209) as 
amended, Indian Reorganization Act of 
1934 (25 USC 461 et seq.), Reservoir 
Salvage Act of 1960 (Pub. L. 86-523, as 
amended by Pub. L. 93-291), National 
Historic Prese: vation Act of 1966 (Pub. 
L. 89-665, as amended by Pub. L. 91-423, 


Pub. L. 94-422, Pub. L. 94-458 and Pub. L. 
96-515), National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (Pub. L. $1-190), Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 
(Pub. L. 92-203), Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-205, as amended by 
Pub. L. 94-325, Pub. L. 94-359), 
Archeological and Historic Preservation 
Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-291), Indian Self- 
Determination and Education 
Assistance Act of 1975 (Pub. L. 93-638), 
The American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act of 1978 (Pub. L. 95-341), The 
Archeological Resources Protection Act 
of 1979 (Pub. L. 96-95), Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 
(Pub. L. 96-487), 16 USC 18f 
Management of Museum Properties, 18 
U.S.C. 1163 Embezzlement and Theft 
From Indian Tribal Organizations, 25 
CFR Indians, E.O. 11593—Protection and 
Enhancement of the Cultural 
Environment (1971), Cooperative 
Agreement between National Park 
Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
relating to the disposal and utilization of 
surplus wildlife, (1963). 


Il. Explanation of Terms 


For purposes of this policy, the term— 

“Native American” applies to 
American Indians, Eskimos and Aleuts 
in North America, and Native 
Hawaiians; and, as a matter of policy, to 
Native Samoans and Chamorros in 
Guam and in the Northern Marianas 
Islands. 

“Tribe or Group” applies to any 
Nation, tribe, band or group of Native 
Americans recognized in statute or 
treaty by Federal or State governments; 
or any group of Native Americans who 
are identified by themselves and 
recognized by others as members of a 
named cultural unit which historically 
has shared linquistic, cultural, social 
(kinship) and related characteristics that 
distinguishes it ethnically from other 
Native American groups. This term does 
not apply to Native Americans of 
diverse cultural backgrounds (pan-tribal 
groups) who voluntarily associate 
together for some purpose or purposes. 

“Sacred Site” applies to an area 
which holds special religious 
significance to any recognized group of 
Native Americans as defined above. 

“Sacred Objects” applies to those 
objects of any recognized group of 
Native Americans as defined above 
which are essential in the performance 
of a sacred or religious ceremony such 
as medicine bundles. 

“Traditionally” applies to beliefs, 
acts, practices, objects, and/or sites 
necessary for the perpetuation of a 
Native American culture and includes 


those cultural practices that are so 
interrelated with religious activities that 
they cannot be separated therefrom. 


Ill. Access and Use 
A. Access 


The Superintendent shall, consistent 
with the provisions of NPS Management 
Policies on Religious Activities (VII-18) 
and Public Assembly (VII-21-23), 
provide reasonable access to Native 
Americans for pursuit of religious and 
traditional activities. When appropriate, 
a permit in accordance with 36 CFR 2.21, 
Public Assemblies, Meetings, may be 
required. 


B. Use 


Native American tribes or groups. 
shall be permitted to carry out 
traditional sacred activities at places 
situated within park areas provided that 
the sacred places historically have been. 
used for such purposes, and further 
provided that such activities shall meet 
the following criteria: 


Shall not unduly interfere with other 
public uses, 

Shall not have a lasting or significant 
impact on park resources, 

Shall be consistent with park 
management objectives, 

Shall be in accordance with existing 
Federal, state and local laws, pertinent 


general regulations, and with park 


specific regulations as outlined in 36 
CFR, Chapter 1. 


The Superintendent may also permit 
other kinds of traditional pursuits of a 
secular nature by Native Americans in 
accordance with existing regulations 
and Service Management Policies. 
Performance of a traditional ceremony 
or the conduct of a religious activity 
shall not, of itself, constitute the 
creation of a new traditional or sacred 
place nor form the basis for prohibiting 
others from using such area thereafter. 

Native Americans seeking to use park 
areas under this section of the policies 
should advise the Superintendent of the 
proposed activity orally or in writing. 
The request may be made by a 
representative of the tribal government, 
the Native American tribe or 
community, a local Native American 
traditional religious leader, or other 
authority governing or serving the 
concerned tribe or group. 

Applicants may appeal the denial of a 
permit or any term thereof to the 
Regional Director if dissatisfied with a 
Superintendent's decision. 





IV. Native American Traditional 
Activities 
A. Practice of Native American Religion 


Public Law 95-341, the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act, enacted 
on August 11, 1978, states that 
“henceforth it shail be the policy of the 
United States to protect and preserve for 
American Indians their inherent right of 
freedom to believe, express, and. 
exercise the traditional religions of the 
American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, and 
Native Hawaiians, including but not 
limited to access to sites, use and 
possession of sacred objects, and the 
freedom to worship through ceremonials 
and traditional rites.” This statute does 
not create additional rights or change 
existing authorities. Rather, it directs the 
exercise of discretion to accommodate 
native religious practice consistent with 
statutatory management obligations. 

Where ceremonies dictate the use of 
controlled substances, such use must be 
in accordance with existing Federal, 
State and local laws. 


B. Taking of Natural Resources 


1. Fish. The taking of fish by Native 
American tribes or groups for the pursuit 
of religious activities shall be permitted 
in areas of the National Park system in 
accordance with 36 CFR 2.13 and NPS 
Management Policies IV-8. The taking of 


fish for commercial or subsistence uses 
shall only be permitted where 
authorized by law or existing treaty 
rights. 

2. Wildlife. The taking or wildlife by 
Native American tribes or groups for the 
pursuit of religious traditional or 
subsistence uses shall be permitted only 
in those areas and to the extent that 
such activity is authorized by law or 
existing treaty rights. 

Disposal of surplus wildlife and 
carcasses shall continue as outlined in 
NPS Management Policies IV-10, with 
preference given to Native American 
groups. 

3. Plants, Rocks and Other Natural 
Resources. Native American tribes or 
groups may, by written permission of 
the Superintendent, gather plants, rocks 
and other natural resources necessary 
for the pursuit of religious, traditional or 
subsistence uses so long as such activity 
will not adversely impact on the natural 
ecosystem. 

4. Threatened or Endangered Species. 
In accordance with provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended, and NPS Management 
Policies, the gathering of plants or taking 
of gnimals of threatened or endangered 
species shall not be permitted, except in 
accordance with the exemption of this 


and other laws or where provided by 
treaty. 

Activity engaged in under this section 
shall comply with criteria detailed in 
Section II-B. Use. Gathering without a 
permit shall be in accordance with NPS 
Management Policies (VI-21). 


C. Burial and Cemetery Sites 


The treatment of interred human 
remains involves sensitive issues. 
Accordingly, the Service will consult 
with the representative of the 
appropriate Native American tribe or 
group concerning the proper treatment 
and disposition of human remains 
historically or prehistorically associated 
with the group when such human 
remains may be disturbed or are 
unknowingly encountered as a result of 
activities carried out on National Park 
System lands. 

The objective of the consultation will 
be to acquire information upon which to 
make informed decisions concerning the 
treatment and/or disposition of the : 
human remains taking into 
consideration and balancing and 
balancing the cultural and religious 
beliefs of the affected Native American 
tribe or group; scientific data 
requirement; public health requirements; 
state, county and local laws; Indian 
tribal laws; Department of the Interior 
policies; and Federal historic 
preservation law and policy. 

To the extent practicable, Native 
American burial areas historically or 
prehistorically related to present day 


- tribes or groups, whether or not formally 


plotted and enclosed as cemeteries, 
shall be located, identified and 
protected. Such burial areas shall not be 
disturbed, destroyed or archeologically 
investigated nor shall the integrity of 
their cultural or sacred values be 
compromised significantly except with a 
demonstrated showing of overriding 
public benefit directly related to the 
mission of the park in which the burial 
area is located. Actions affecting burial 
areas that are on or eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic 
Places shall comply with current 
procedures of the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. 

In determining the appropriate course 
of action to follow, park managers shall 
acquire the professional 
recommendations of Service 
archeologists and anthropologists. 

D. Archeological Sites 

Native American tribes or groups 
requesting to hold traditional religious 
activities ai an archeological site at 
which their forebears likewise met for 


such purposes may be permitted to do 
so providing that criteria as set forth in 


Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 228 / Friday, November 26, 1982 / Notices 


Section II—ACCESS AND USE of this 
chapter are satisfied and provided the 
integrity of the area will not be 
compromised. 


V. Planning and Resources Management 
A. Native American Involvement 


Native American tribes or groups that 
have an historically demonstrable 
traditional or religious interest in places 
or resources within a unit of the System 
shall be consulted during the initial 
concept phase of any planning activity 
or proposal which would affect such 
places or resources. Consultations are to 
be held with those who represent the 
broadest constituencies among the 
appropriate Native American groups. 
This could frequently involve surrogates 
for the religious leaders. Separate 
meetings may be necessary in the case 
of deeply factionalized communities. 

It is important to convey that Native 
American consultation is to be sought 
before there is a commitment to any 
particular alternative action, but that the 
final decision on issues is the sole 
responsibility of the Service. 


B. Consultation 


* The Service shall maintain a public 
participation program which actively 
seeks the involvement of Native 
Americans in decisions regarding the 
planning and management of park areas. 
The Service shall recognize as an 
authority any Native American who 
demonstrates proficiency in knowledge 
and understanding of a specific tribal 
history and culture and who has been so 
designated as an authority by the 
concerned Native American tribe or 
group. Certification attesting to the 
credibility and competence of said 
individual may be given to the 
Superintendent verbally or in writing by 
the tribal government, community 
government, or other bodies governing 
or serving the tribe or community which 
the individual seeks to represent. 


C. Sacred Sites 


The Service shall establish and 
maintain consultative relationships with 
Native American groups who have 
historical ties to specific park lands to 
determine their concerns and goals for 
the protection and preservation of 
sacred sites and localities on park lands. 
To the extent consistent with legislated 
mandates and Service capabilities, the 
Service shall in a manner consistent 
with the goals of the appropriate Native 
American group provide for the 
protection of sacred sites. 

Information on the location and 
character of sacred sites may be 
withheld from disclosure to the public 
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pursuant to the 1980 Amendments (94 
Stat. 300, 16 USC 470w-3) to the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 on the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979 (93 Stat. 712, 16 
USC 470hh). 


VI. Research and Interpretation 


A. Anthropological/Archeological 
Studies 


There is conflict between 
contemporary society's perceived right 
to knowledge and understanding of 
current and past lifeways and the right 
of Native Americans to protect from 
desecration the body of sacred and 
esoteric knowledge concerning their 
religious and cultural values and 
practices. This conflict is further 
complicated by the fact that information 
acquired in the conduct of Service 
programs is in the public domain and by 
the Service's policy of acquiring and 
presenting accurate and factual 
interpretations of history and natural 
history. The Service will make every 
effort to resolve this conflict to best 
serve all parties involved, without 
compromising the basic requirement of 
scientifically accurate presentations. 

Proposed anthropological/ 
archeological studies shall comply with 
policy as outlined in Chapter V— 
Cultural Resources Management and 
Preservation. Additionally, when it is 
known or suspected that research 
projects will disturb burial or other sites 
historically or prehistorically related to 
present day Native American tribes or 
groups, the Service shall initiate 
consultation with the appropriate Native 
American group. The purpose of such 
consultation will be to determine the 
views of the group and to accommodate 
their reasonable and feasible request for 
special treatment of segments of the 
project, provided it will not seriously 
compromise the scientific values of the 
research. Archeological studies must 
comply with the Archaeological 


Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL- 
96-95) and associated guidelines. 


B. Artifacts—Acquisition, Maintenance, 
Utilization and Disposition 


The Service will acquire only 
collections having a legal and ethical 
pedigree. Collections will be acquired, 
maintained and utilized to preserve 
natural and cultural heritage, in 
accordance with existing laws and 
professional museum standards, and in 
the interest of preserving human dignity. 
If for any reason artifacts and 
specimens which are important to the 
purposes of the Service cannot be 
collected, the Service will endeavor to 
make a complete documentary record of 
those materials using printed, visual and 
audio media. 

Leaders of a Native American tribe or 
group shall be able to inspect or study 
Service artifacts, specimens and catalog 
records which are pertinent to that tribe 
or group, consistent with policies for use 
and preservation. 

Artifacts and specimens will be 
disposed of in accordance with 16 USC 
18f, the Museum Handbook, other 
pertinent laws, Service policies and 
museum standards. 

The Service will dispose of artifacts 
and specimens for the purpose of 
repatriation when it can be shown by a 
Native American tribe or group that the 
material is inalienable communal 
property of that tribe or group and when 
it has assurances that the material will 
be preserved in accordance with the 
Standards of the museum profession, 
unless adherence is demonstrated to be 
contrary to Pub. L. 95-3441—The 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
or other relevant laws. Requests for 
repatriation shall be considered only on 
a case by case basis. 

In matters pertaining to acquisition, 
maintenance, utilization and disposition 
of materials from a particular Native 
American group, the Service will consult 


with appropriate representatives of that 
group. If conflicts of interest arise 
between the Service and a Native 
America tribe or group, every effort will 
be made to negotiate a resolution. 


C. Interpretation 


In planning and developing the 
interpretive program of the park, 
attention must be given to the lifeways 
of the native inhabitants with due 
respect to their cultural achievements. 
Local Native Americans should play a 
major part in the planning, development 
and implementation of any program 
which speaks to their cultural history 
and traditions. The Service will seek to 
involve concerned Native Americans to 
the maximum extent possible in the 
development of General Management 
Plans and in interpretive programs 
which speak to their group history and 
prehistory. To accomplish this, planners 
and managers shall: 

Actively seek to identify those among 
the local Native American tribes or 
groups who can help to ensure accuracy 
and lend appropriate perspective to 
interpretation of their traditions and 
cultural history; 

Develop cooperative programs with 
colleges and other local institutions that 
will facilitate the development of strong 
interpretive programs in Native 
American history and prehistory; 

Seek the active, ongoing participation 
of Native American in the facilitation 
and implementation of park programs. 
This may include the developing of signs 
and exhibits; the recounting of stories 
which figure in an interpretive exhibit; 
the appropriate display or non-display 
of cultural objects; the proper 
identification and protection of 
significant sites; and concerns of the 
contemporary Native American 
community. 

[FR Doc. 82-32406 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am] 
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